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IBSTIACT - 

This report provides achievement information from the 
Philadelphia^ Pa. Follow Through program in Mathematics and Heading 
for the five years^ 1971-1972 through 1975--1976, The data are drawn 
from cross-sectional analyses^ focusing primarily on mean score 
performance in Total flathematics and Total JReading on city-wida 
tests. The principal findings are^ (1) While the Total Program (TFT) 
shows continuous improvement in both Math and Heading in Grades 
across the five years^ it is the Behavior Analysis Model (BA) which 
has produced the greatest positive program effect, (2) Across the 
five years and across Grades BA eariily ranJcs first among the 

models in both Math and leading. (3) The closest model to BA in K"3 
performance across the five years is the Bank street (BS) # which 
ranked secord among the models in Math and tiird in Heading. (4) The 
Parent Implemented Model (PI) could not be ranked over the five years 
becauseit was not tested in 1972-1973v The Philadelphia Process 
Model (PPj ranked second in Heading across the five years^ 
principally because of improved performance in 1975-^1976* it ranked 
fifth in Math, however. The Education Development Center Model (EDC) 
ranked third in Math, and fourth in Heading, having improved 
substantially since 1974-1975, The Florida Parent Model (FP) ranked 
fourth in Math and fifth in Heading. The Bilingual Model (Bl) ranked 
last in both subject matter areas, (Author/MV) 
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ABSTRACT 

This report provides achievement Infonnation in Mathematics and Reading for 
the five year^, 1971-1972 through 1975-1976, The data are drawn from cross-sectional 
analysea, focusing primarily on mean score perfomance in Total Mathematics and 
Total Reading on clty--wide tests. 

The principal findings are ^ 

(1) While the Total Program (TFT) shows continuous Improvement in both 
Math and Reading in Grades K-3 across the five years, it is the 
Behavior Analysis Model (BA) which has produced the greatest 
positive program effect. 

Across the S years and across Grades BA easily ranks first 

among the rnddels in both Math and Reading. By 1975-1976, BA had 
attained mean scores corresponding to the following national 
percentiles in Math across Grades K-3 respectively! 64, 71, 62 
and 63, while corresponding percentiles in Reading for K=3 warei 
80, 75j 61 and 49 respectively. Furthermore, over the 5 yeatfSj 
across the program grades, BA percentiles equaled or eKcaeded the 
national mean in 64% of the total comparisons made in Math and in 
50% of those made In Readingi its mean scores, moreover, were hlgh€*r 
than those attained by its appropriate Non-Follow Through (NFT) 
groupings in 871 of the Math and 7B% of the Reading comparisons, 
while similar results with respect to its appropriate Total District 
(TD) groupings were 86% and 72% in Math and Reading respectively. 
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(3) The closest tnodel to BA in K-3 perfortnance across the five years 
is she Bank Street (BS) , which ranked second among the models In 
Math and third In Reading, In 1975-1976 It had attained the follow^ 
Ing percantiles In Hath across K-3 raspectlvaly i 64, 63, 57 and 

37? its percentiles In Reading correspondingly were^ 80, 59, SO 
and 39 respectivaly across the K-3 range, 

(4) The Parent Implemented Model CPI) could not be ranked over the 
five years because it was not tested in 1972-1973. The Philadelphia 
Process Model (FP) ranked second in Reading across the five years, 
principally because of Improved performance in 1975-1976, It 
ranked fifth in Math, however. EDC ranked third in Math, and fourth 
in Reading, having improved substantially since 1974-1975, The 
Florida Parent Model (FP) ranked fourth in Math and fifth in 
Reading, The Bilingual Model (BI) ranked last in both subject 
matter areas* 
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FOLLOW THROUGH 
.^;v-^::: PUPIL ACHIEVEMENT CHARACTERISTICS 

IN PHILADELPHIA 
1971"1972 THROUGH 1975»i976 

INTRODUCTION 

This raport Is concerned with cross-sectional analyses of reading and 
iDathematlcs achievement teat perfonnanc^ for the past five years in the 
18 schools involved in the original Follow Through program; it does not 
address performance in the 46 additional schools of the local Follow Through 
Expansion Program* The original Follow Through program consisted of pupils - 
in Kindergarten through Grade Ttiree. Iii the latter portion of school year 
1974-1975 * there was a local extension to Grade Four but funding cutbacks 
caused this to be discontinued after 1975--1976. The data analyzed have 
been obtained (1) from the City^-Wlde Testing Program administered in school 
years 1971-1972 and 1973-1974 through 1975-1976 by the Division of Testing, 
Office of Research and Evaluation, School District of Philadelphia, and 
(2) from the tests administered In school year 1972-1973, to Follow Through 
and comparison groups only, by the Stanford Research Institute (SRI)* 

The following test data are the focus of the report for the five year 
period: 

(1) in Spring 1972 the Stanford Early School Achievraent Test (SESAT) 
for Kindergarten, the Matropolitan Achievement Test (MAT) for 
GradesOne and Two, and the Iowa Tests of Basic SWlls (ITBS) 
for Grade Three | 

; in Spring 1973 the MT for Kindergarten and Grades One through Three | 

(3) in Spring 1974 the SESAT for Kindergarten and the California Achievement 
Tests (CAT) for Grades One through Three; and 

(4) in the Winters of 1975 and 1976 the SESAT for Kindergarten and the 
CAT for Grades One through Four* 



The analysis categories are based on the folldwlng three major divisions 
of aggregate datai 



(1) Follow Through data by school year ^ comprialmg reading and mathematica: 
acorefl from all Follow Through claasee, grouped by models by district j 
and a Total Follow Through aggregate* 

.(2) Non-Follow Through data by eehool year (eKcept unavailable for 

1971- -1972), compriilng reading and math™atiea aaores from all 
eomparlaon clasees in Districts 1-^6 (except Kindergarten and 
Grade One in 1975^1976^ because of absorption into the expansion 
program) J grouped by district^ and a Total Non^Follow Through 
aggregate. 

(3) District stffiimary data by a^chool year (except unavailable for 

1972- ^1973) s comprising reading and mathematics scores from all: : - 
pupils in the city, grouped by district (for Districts 1-6) , and 

a Total Diatriets 1-6 aggregate and a Total City aggregate (Diatriets 

-. . , . 

The comparison classes j from which the Non-Follow Through data noted" 
above were obtained^ parallel the comparison group employed in the National 
Follow Through Ivaluation in 1972-1973 ly SRIj with the exception of a 
ve^ few clasaes added to equalize the distribution across districts in 
certain grades; SRI had not made this Infonaatlon available until then, so 
comparison data were not able to be provided for 1971-1972, The local - 
Follow l^rough Expanelon Program, on the other hand, was inatltuted on 
the Kindergarten level ±si March 1975 and extended to Grade One the following 
school year. The schoola Involved in this local expansion included those 
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^ conCainlng Non-Folimr Thtpugh CQmparison classes} accordikgly , as noted 
above, there are no Kindergarten and Grade One Non-Fpllow Through data for 
school year 1975-1976. 

"Reading and mathematics achievement" In this report always refers .to 
those acores from the various teats labeled -Total Reading' and 'Total 
.Mathematics' respsctivelys eKcept for those instruments which do not yield 
total area scores such as the SESAT in reading (Letters and Sounds was used) 
the ITBS in reading (Reading Comprehension was used), 

Thm report ia assentially an attempt to compare the Follow Through 

(FT) rocKfeAs with one another across five years of data analysed from - 
: a number of differen t persptetives. It is divided into three parts* Part 
X of £ era these comparisons (1) in terms of national percentiles aorrespondlng 
to mean scores, and (2) in terms of mean score differences when con^ared 
with appropriate Non-Follow Through and Total District/Total City group- 
ingSp Part II provides these same kind of comparisons (data available only 
for the last three years) with regard to the percentage of pupils scaring 
below the national 16th percentile and at or above the national 50th 
percentile* Part 111 ranks each model in terms of (1) percentage of times 
mean ^s cores equaiad : or exceeded the national mean, (2) percentagas of . . 
pupils with scores below the national 16th percentile and (3) percentages 
at or above the national 50th percentile. In each of the three parts ^ data 
pertinent to the current year (1975-1976) are presented flrat , followed by 
,an asalysla of performance across th^ five or three year period s 

General sutrmiary tables for this report are presented in Append Ik A, ^ 
A series of graphs d isp lay tng nat lonal p arc en t lie rankings f o r all" Fol low Through 
models is found in Appendix B. An abstract of the Title I Report for 1975'-1976 
is included as Appendix particularly because of the numerous achievement ob=»: 
jectlves that were of concern for that report, but also to provide a brief over- 
view of total program context. 14 ^ , : 



A cumpanlon Wflume will give b'^ila data tables for^ the Winter 1976 
testing. The data Include n™ber of pupils, mean score » number and 
percentage i coring below the national 16th percentllej and n^ber and 
percentage scoring at or above the national 50th percent lie | for eve^ 
grouping (Follow Through, Non-Follow Through, Total District, and Total 
City), by subtest area within grade. Additionally, a series of matrices 
coEpares the dlfferencej In mean scores between the various groupings in 
terms of the standard error of measurraent of the dlf f erences beW^een means 
by subtest area within grade. Mean scores reported for SESAT are raw 
scores I mean scores reported for the CAT are the standardized AchiavMent 
Development Scale Scores (^SS). 

A description of the abbreviations used for all groupings is shown 
In Table A, Note that there are no separate District 1, District 3, or 
District 6 Follow Through groupings I this is bacause the Philadelphia 
Process, Florida Parenti and Educational Davelopment Center models are 
contained within these single districts, raspectivaly* A table providing 
orientation to the 18 original program schools in tams of model and district 

affiliation is shown In Table B. As the table indicates ^ there are 
3 schoolB each in five of the models | the Florida Parent model consists 
of two schools i and the Parent Implemented is the lone single ^school 
mod el * 

It should be reemphaslzed that the report is based solely on cross-^ 
sectional analyses. Other reports prepared by the evaluation unitoprovide 
quasl^longltudinal and longitudinal analyses which complement Che former 
approach and offset the confounding effects inherent in any form of 
analysis. 15 
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TABLE A * . Grouping Abbreviations 

Throughout the report the Follow Through groupings are referred 
to in the following abbravlated formj 

BS - Bank Street Model 

BA ^ Behavior Analysis Model 

_ . BI ^ Bilingual Modal -1 

EDC ^ Education Development Center Model 

FP ^ Florida Parent Model 

PI - Parent Implemented Model 

PP - Philadelphia Process Model 

D2F m District 2 Follow Through Grouping 

D4F ^ District 4 Follow Through Grouping _ 

D5F ^ District 5 Follow Through Grouping 

TFT ^ Total Follow Through Program (All Models) 
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Table B Orientation to Follow T hrough SchoQla 

District Affiliation Model Gro upings 

District 1 / Philadelphia Process 

Drew " Drew . 

McMlchael Md^ichael 

= ' Wilson Wilson 

District 3 ' Florida Parent 

Nebinger \\ Nebiiiger 

Kaamy Kearny 

District 6 _ EDC 

Fulton Fulton 

Kelly, J. B, Kally, J.B* 

Wis tar, J, ~ Wlaterp J* , 



Distrlcc 2 



Arthur * — - 
Stanton, E, M 
Waring 



Behavior Analysis 
"i Arthur 



District 4 



Ducteey 
Pratt- Arnold 




Bank Street 



. Stanton, E. M. 

{Dunbar 
Elverson 



District 5 



Dunbar l^-"^ - Bilingual 
Elverson J ^^^^ ^ Waring 
Ludlow - - - - - = - - - ^ ^ - = ^ Ludlow 
Ferguson ^ ^ ^ ^ ^ Ferguson 

Parent Implementad 
Harrison - x-jc-x--x-k-x-x-x Harrison 
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PART I. COKPARATIVE PERFbK>lMCE OF FOLLOW THROUGH MODELS IN READING 

- AND MATHEMATICS FOR THE FIVE YEARS , 1971-1972 THROUGH 197 5''1976-. 
. ■ = (1) DIRECT COMPARISONS IN TERMS OF NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS 
CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES , AND (2) COOTARISONS ON THE 
BASIS OF RELATIVE MEAN SCORE DIFFERENCES BETWEEN FOLLOW 
THROUGH AND APPROPRIATE NON-FOLLOW THROUGH, TOTAL DISTRICT , ' 
AND TOTAL CITY GROUPINGS , 

A. Preliminary ConslderatjLong 

a* ■ To permit comparlions across yeafa in terns of mean scoreB oh thi 
dlffarent tests noted earlier* It was necessary to convert the mean 
acoras attained by the various groupings /mod els to corresponding 
national percentile ranks* The position taken in this report is 
that since technically equated scores are not available for the 
various instruments invQlved^ percentiles are the only possible 
comparison indices which can be adopted . Percentiles are made use 
ofi thenj for the comparisons discussed in the initial section of 
Part 1^ on the assumption that they can be generally accepted, 
though certainly not literally ^ as equivalent indicee of perform- 
anca across these different tests, espsclally since the test areas 
Involved are composite scqres, Total Reading and Total Mathematics, 
which can mitigate any basic differences in definition or measure- 
ment strategy in one or the other subtest from which they are formed 

Two further concerns in using percentile ranks are (1) how to 
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deal with the percentile scale's unequal intervfll property, and 
(2) how to treat the measorement errors associated with a partlcu- : 
lar instrument when scores are transfonaed to percentiles* The 
usual solution to both problems is to present the data in per- 
centile, standard errorj bands appropriate to the different levels 
of the scale* This approach was considered of doubtful value, and ^^^^^^ -^^ 
In fact, unnecessary in this first segment of Part I, because of 
the already acknowledged* informality In the use of percentiles^ 
and also because the two comparison dimensions in Part I, the 
second of which is entirely concerned with standard error cQn= ; ;i 

sldaratlone, are to be regarded as essentially complementary - 
aspects of the single focus of this part, which is to character- 
ise mean score performance, 

A final consideration regarding the use of percentile ranks 
In the report Is the fact that national pupil percentile ranks 
provided In the test manuals had to be employed even though 
aroup mean scores were being transformed . In the absence of 
national group percentile inforrnation^ this seemed to be the only \ 
recourse. 

As in previous reports on cross-sectional analyses, the pop- > 

ulation of concern Is con tdered to be the total Philadelphia : ; 

...... ^ . ' 

Follow Through populaClon within the total city population of the / ; 
School District of PhtladelphlaT/^hich is M city- ^ " '-'/^^ 

wide testing. Therefore, when there is question of mean score 
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dlfferances In the second sectiou of Fart 1^ these are viewed 
as occurring In a parameter conteKt and are raported In terms 
of seaaurCTent error only and not sampling error* The com- 
panlpn volume described in the Introduction , however , provides 
all data necessary for making strictly statistical inferences 
to a h^othetlcally larger population ahould this be required ; 
on the other hand, the findings reported here are regarded as 
essentially generalizable to large cities like Philadelphia* 

In computing probabilities (at least .05) for determining 
levels of mesn-dAff erences^ the formulas given by Davis 
(F*B* Davis, Educational Measurements and Their Interpretation ^ 
Belmont, Calif. iWads^orthPubl. Co,, 1964) for the standard 
error of measurement of the difference between means were used* 
For independent groups, the required difference between means 
is found by computing:; 

1,96 (S*E. 



where and are the number of pupils in each group | BvE>M. 
refers to the standard error of measurement found In the test 
manual, which Davis considers adequate for general use. 

For overlapping groups, the required value is found by com^ 
putingi • 

1.96 CS,E*mJ| - I 

I 8ub tot 

where N " Is the nmnber of pupils in the subgroup aai N. 

sub . tot 

■ ■■■20 - ■ 



is Che number In the total group, 
d. The following discussion is based overall on Tables 1-4 

In i4ppendix A, which provide general smraiary data for reading 
and Mathematics, separately p by FT groupings/Tnodels , grades 
school year. An explanation of the Infonnation contained in the 
table cells is shown on the page preceding Table 1* 

As noted in the Introduction^ each segment of the discussions 
that follow presents 1975-1976 data only Initially j and then the 
pattern of performance across the 5 years * 1971-1972 through 
1975-1976. 

Comparison Indices 

Anaiys_ls of National Percentile Rankings Corresponding to Mean 
. . Score . 

. Two major conclusions In the 1974--1975 report on cross-sectiona 
achievement In Follow Through (ORE Report //7664) were i : ^ , 

(1) the positive program effects observed in Grades K and 1 
in 1973=1974 have bean extended to Grade 2 In 1974-1975 
for the total program aggregate, 

(2) Across Grades K-S, the three highest ranking models 

are the Behavior Analysis (BA) , Parent Implemented (PI) , 
and Bank Street (BS). 

--- The statements that follow will focus on these conclusions as . 
the basic frame of reference for discussing both 1975-1976 
performance alone and then in.analyzlng the entire performance 



pattern acrogg the five years, 1971-1972 through 1975-1976. In 
light of the above, while Information regarding Grade 4 performanca 
is supplied in conjunction Vith that for all other grades in 
Appendix A, and in suTranary tables in the text, the principal 
concern of all the discussions in this section will be K-3 
performance. The essential reasons for this arei (1) data for 
Grade 4 have only been Included in the achievement analyses since 
1974=1975 and the rationale for inclusion then was that they 
would- cons titue pre-program , baseline information prior to the 
introduction of the program at that grade level in April, 1975, 
(2) for fiscal reasons the program in Grade 4 was only allowed to 
function for one year and had to be discontinued after 1975==1976, 
and (3) the resulting situation is that data for the K-3 span 
form the only stable and enduring context for discussion of 
cross-sectional achievement at this point* 

a. School Year 1975- 1976 

Total Follow Through (TFT) in Mathematics in 1975=1976 
has maintained the positive effect noted last year In 
Gsades with mean consistently above the 50th 

percentile C64th, 60th and 54th in K, 1 and 2 respectively) 

and achieved the 45th percentile for" the first time in 
Grade 3, This represents improvement in percentile rank 
at every grade level except in Grade 2 (a slight docreaBe 

•^^ from the 57th to the 54th) in comparison with 1974-1975. 

(Fourth grade improved from the .19th to the 26th percentile.) 
In Reading , TFT scored at the 77th, 62nd and 54th 



percentilee In K, 1, and 2, and reached the 39th percentile 
'^for the first time in Grade 3 * This means in compariaon 
with 1974^1975, Improvement occurred in Grade 2 and 3, 
the 77th percentile was maintained In and the 62nd 
perGentlla was maintained In Grade 1. (Fourth grade 
improved from the 26th to the 29th percentile.) 

The eonsiatently highest achieving Behavior Analysis 
Model (BA) in Mathematics in 1975^1976 achieved mean scores 
at the 64th p 71at, and 62nd and 63rd percentile in Grades 
" K, I5 2 J and 3 respeativelyi subatantlally improving 
performance over 1974-1975 in K and Grade 3, while not 
quite achieving the smne level as the previous year in 
Grades 1 and 2* (Fourth grade improved from the 21st 
to the 26th percentile*) In Reading in 1975-1976, BA 
had mean scores at the 80th , 7Sthj 61st and 49th percentiles 
respectively across K-Si maintaining the same high level 
achieved In K in 1974--1975| maintaining the same level in 
Grade 3, but while still attaining high performance levels 
in Grades 1 and 2^ not reaching the previrtv.^ year's levels. 
(Fourth grade Improved from the 31st to thd- 34th percentile.) 

The Parent Imp 1 em en t e^d Model (PI)^ whlcui is the lone 
single school model In the programs In ^jhjfeatics in 
1975-1976 attained mean scores at the 58thj 43rd^ 51st 
and 51st percantlles respectively for the K^3 span; 
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inalntalning the same level of K performancG achieved 

in 1974-1975, but not reaching the prevlnuo year's levels 

in Grades 1-3. (Grade 4 improved from the Slat to the 34th 

percentile j In Reading in 1975-1976/fI obtained 

mean scores at the following percentile levels ^K-3i 72nd, 

31it, 56th, and 42nd reepectivelyi repreaenting a substantial 

lowering in performance in comparison with 1974-1975s 

especially in Grade 1. (Grade 4 maintained the 34th 

percentile^ ) 

Bank Street (BS) in Hathematice in 1975-1976 had the 
following percentile ranks corraiponding to mean scores 
across K-3i 64th, 63rd, 57th and 37th respectively; 
maintaining the same level as in 1974«1975 in K and Grade 
3, Improving over the previous year in Grade 1, and not 
quite on a par with it in Grade 2, (Grade 4 improved from 
the 27th to the 29th percentile.) In Reading in 1975-1976 . 
BS had mean scores across at the following percentile 
levels: 80th, 59thp 50th, and 39th respectively! maintain- 
ing the same level at K as In 1974- 1975, substantially 
improving over the previous year in Grades 2 arid 3, but 
not quite attaining the same level in Grade 1, (Grade 4 
remained at the 34th percentile,) 

Among the remaining four models in Mathematics in 
1975-1976, percentile ranks in K ranged from 50 (EDG) 
to 76 (Florida Parent . FP); In Grade 1 from 44 (Bilingual , 
BI) to 66 (Philadelphia Process > PP) i in Grade 2 from 
45 (11) to 54 (EDC, FP, PP) | and in Grade 3 from 34 (BI) 
to~5^- (pp) v^^ A general 'pat t¥rn ' of " Im^ 



with 1974-1975 occurred in BI and PPj particularly the 
lattar, (Each of the four Improved in Grade 4; 1975-1976 
percentiles range from 18 inFP to 27 In PP.) In Reading 
In 1975--1976, percentile ranks for the four models in K 
ranged from 68 (BI) to 86 (FP) | In Grade 1, from 44 
(BI) to 71 (PP)| In Grade 2, from 42 (BI and FP) to 65 ^ 
(PP); and In Grade 3 from 27 (BI) to 42 (PP) . In 
comparison with 1974-'1975p PP Improved substantially at 
all four grade levels! BI and FP improved at Grades 2 * 
3 and 1^ >2^ 3 reapeotivelyi EDO Improved at Grade 1, 
(At Grade 4 each model Improved except EDG which remained 
the same as In 1974-1975 r the range was from the 22nd 
percentile in BI to the 34th in PP*) 

Performance for 1975--1976 can be supramarized as follows i 
(1) Total Follow Through (TFT) In 1975-1976 evidences 

consolidation of ^ Its previously attained high level of 
performance across Grades K^2^ l,e*, in both Mathematics 
and Reading across these grades mean score perf ormanca 
is never below the 50th percentile and in fact ranges 
from the 54th to the 77th percentile, TFT also exhibits 
substantial movement toward 50th percentile performance - 
in Grade 3 mathematics, attaining the 45th percentile 
for the first time, and continues to improve in Grade 3 
Reading as well^ achieving the 39th percentile for the 
first' time, ; = = 



In 1975-1976, aa can be seen from sumning the ranks in 
Appendix A, the Behavior Analysis Model (BA) continues 
to enjoy the hlgheat rank among the models across 
Grades K-3 in both Mathematics and Reading; Second 
place has been taken over by the Philadelphia Process 
Model CPP), however J In both subject matter areas, while 

§£MM^ ^odBl (BB) TBtalnm third ranking In 
both Reading and Mathematics ^ 

AaSM livi. ^ags 1971-1972 Through 1975-1976 

Table la provides sumaary indicators of the 
nuinber of times (expressed as an overair per^ 
in a Totals coltmn) each model and the total - 
program improved , or at least maintained the same 
percentile rank, in comparison with each 
previous year over the five year span. Table lb 
displays summary counts of the nmaber of times 
the percentile ranks attained by each model and 
the total prograin were at or above the 50th 
national percentile. The following discussion 
further -characterizes total -program and model 
performance across the five years* 



Table la* 



Summary Indicators of Improvement in Percentiie Rank in MatheTnatics (M) 
and Reading (R) (AcCual versus Possible Number of Times in Fractions). 



GRADES 



FollOV 
Through 


Kinaarearton 
M R 


Grade 
M 


One 
R 


Grade 
M 


Two 
R 


Grade Three 
H H 


Grade 
M . 


Four 
H 


TOTALS 
M B 


BB 


3/1* 


1/k 


3/U, 


2/k 


3/U 


k/k 


k/k 


3/U 


1/1 


1/1 


lU/17 
(.82) 


lU/17 
(.82) 


BA 


3A 


3/U 


3/U 


3/U 


3/U 


3/U 


3/U 


k/k 


1/1 


i/1 


13/17 
(.76) 


lU/17 
(.82) 


BI 


3/!* 


k/k 


3/U 


2/U 


k/k 


k/k 


3/U 


3/U 


1/1 


1/1 


lU/17 
(.82) 


lU/17 
(.82) 


ESC 


2/U 


2/U 


3/U 


k/k 


3/U 


3/U 


3/U 


3/U 


1/1 


1/1 


12/17 
(.Tl) 


13/17 
(.76) 


FP 


3/1* 


k/k 


3/U 


3/U 


3/U 3/U 


3/U 


3/U 


1/1 


1/1 


13/17 
(.76) 


lU/17 

(.82) 


PI 


3/3 


a/3 


1/3 


2/3 


2/3 


2/3 


1, 3 


2/3 


1/1 


1/1 


8/13 
(.62) 


9/13 
(.69) 


PP 


3/U 2/U 


k/k 


2/U 


k/k _ 


3/U 


3/U 


■3/U 


1/1 


1/1 


15/17 
(.88) 


11/17 
(.65) 


TOTALS 


20/27 


20/27 
(.TU) 


20/2T 
(.7U) 


19/27 
(.TO) 


22/27 
(.81) 


22/27 
(.81) 


20/27 
(.7U) 


21/27 
(.78) 


7/7 
(1.00) 


7/7 
(1.00) 




TFT 


3/h 


k/k 


k/k 


k/k 


3/U 


k/k 


3/U 


3/U 


1/1 


1/1 


lU/17 
(.82) 


16/17 
(.9U) 



Table lb* Summary Indicators of Number of Times Across YearSs Parcantilp. 

Ranks in MathBinatica (M) and Reading (R) were at or above the 
National Mean and (in Parenthesas) below the National Mean 
Having Once Been at or above It. 



Follow 
Throiioh 
Groupings 


Kindergarten 
M R 


Grade 
M 


One 
R 


Grada 
M 


Two 
R 


Grada 
M 


Three 
R 


M 


Four 

R 


TOTALS 
M R 


BC 


3(1) 


4 


3(1) 2 


2 


1 










8 7 


BA 


3(1) 


5 


5 


4 


4 


2 


2 








14 It 


BI 


1 


3 


i 














13 


EDC 


3(1) 


4(1) 


3 . 


2 


2 2 








8 8 


FP 


4 


4 


3 




2 












9 4 


PI 


2 


3 


1(2) 


2(1) 


3 2 


3 










PP 


2 


4(1) 


3 3 


1 


2 


1 








7 9 


TOTALS 


18 


27 


18 


13 


14 


9 


6 


0 


0 


0 




TFT 


3(1) 


4 


3 


3 


2 


2 
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Total Follow Through (TFT), as can be seen in detail in 
Tables 1-4 In AppendlK A, and in the graphics in Appendix B 
(where TFT performance is represented by a horizontal bar) ^ 
shows an overall pattern of improvement in national percentile 
rank of the mean from year to year across the five years. This 
trend is in evidence within each grade of the K-3 span in both 
Mathematics and Reading* The trend lines are not "perfect'' 
im every respects i.e», there are some fluctuations (which niay or 
may not be a function of the different tests involved) ^ but the 
overriding pattern is one of consistent improvement. In Mathematics 
in 1971-1972 J across Grades TFT percentiles ranged from a 
low of 20 (Grade 2) to a high of 40 (Grade 1)^ in 1975-1976 they 
ranged from a low of 45 (Grade 3) to a high of 64 (Grade K), In 
Reading in 1971'-1972j TFT percentiles across Grades K-3 showed 
a range from a low of 20 (Grade 2) to a high of 48 (Grade K)^while 
In 1975-1976 they ranged from a low of 39 (Grade 3) to a high 
77 (Grade K) • 

Since performance at Grades K and 1 has attained high national 
percentile levels for a number of years now. Grade 2 and 3 
performance is of greatest concern. In this respects TFT in Grade 
2 Mathematics over the flveVyears shows Improvement from the 20th 
percentile in 1971--1972 to- the 54th in 1975-1976, and in Grade 3 
from the 25th. in 1971-1972 to the 45th in 1975-1976. In Reading , 
TFT in Grade 2 hss also improved from the 20th percentile In 
1971-1972 to the 54th in 1975-1976, while in Grada 3 the ImprDvement 
has been from the 26th .in 1971-1972 to the 39th in 1975-1976. 

, 28 .. _ - 



Based on sunmiarles of the rankings found in Tables 1^4 in 
Appendix A. across Grades K=3 and across the five years 1971^1972. 
through 1975-1976, the Behavior Analysts Modal (BA) easily 
ranks first in both Mathematics and Reading, The Bank Street 
Model (BS) ranks second in Mathematics, but third in Reading* The 
Philadelphia Process Model ranks second in Reading, The EDC 
Tnod el ranks third in Mathematics , In Mathematics ranks four, 
five and six are held raspectlvely by the Florida Parent (FP) ^ 
the Philadelphia Process (FP) and the Bilingual <BI) models. In 
Readings EDC* FP and BI are found in ranks fours five and six 
respectively. (As noted in Appendix Aj the rankings were applied 
to only six of the seven models, l*e*s those six for which data 
were available for each grade, K-S* each year of the five year 
span, 1971='1972 through 1975=1976, The Parent Implemented Model 
(PI), the lone single school model, was, therefore, not includod* 
in the rankings because no data were available for 1972-1973 as 
explained in the appendix'.* PI would have high inter-model 
rankings in 1971-1972, in 1973=1974, and again in 1974-1975, but 
not in 1975=1976, as already noted,) Further description of 
performance of the BA Model and the other three models which 
ranked second or third over the five years follows. 

In Mathematic B in 1971-1972^ BA's lowest percentile rank 
was a 28 in Crade 2; Its highest, a 52 in Grade 1* In 1975-1976, 
ItB lowest was a 62 In Grade 2; its highest, a 71 in Grade 1. 
In Reading in 1971-1972, BA's lowest percentile rank was a 23 
in Grade 2; its highest, a 54 in K. In 1975-1976, its lowest 
was a 49 in Grade 3; its highest, an 80 in K* 



Table Ic. SuimQary Indicators of Number of Times FT Model Mean Scores Were 
Greater Than NFT and TD Mean Scores , by Year* Across Grades , 
Expressad as Percentages* 



A/a 



((^mparlions with Non^Fgllaw Through Groupings) 



B/b 



Hathematiea 



K-3 
72-73 



IDO 
87 
37 

25 
25 



K-3 
73-74 



75 
100 
50 
25 
25 
100 
50 



K-4 
74-75 



70 
90 
20 
60 
60 
60 
40 



2-4 
75-76 



100 
67 
83 
33 
67 

100 
33 



Reading 



K-3 
72-73 



75 
87 
12 

25 
25 

25 



K-3 
73-74 



62 

75 
0 
0 

25 
100 

25 



k:-4 
74-75 



80 
90 
20 
60 
20 
60 
20 



2-4 
75-76 



100 
50 
50 
0 
33 

100 
33 



(Comparisons with Total Dlatrlet Groupings) 



Mathematics 



K-2 
71-72 



0 

75 
50 
25 
0 
75 
25 



K-3 
73-74 



50 
100 

0 
25 
25 
75 

0 



K-4 
74-75 



90 
80 
0 
40 
20 
60 
20 



K-4 
75-76 



80 
90 
40 
40 
0 
40 
40 



Heading 



K-3 
71-72 



0 
25 
12 
0 
0 
50 
25 



K-3 
73-74 



25 
87 
0 
0 
0 
75 
25 



K-4 
74-75 



70 
80 
0 
0 
0 

100 
20 



K-4 
75-76 



100 
90 
0 
0 
0 
50 
60 



(2) If the above analysis is conducted for the entire five year period * 
the follow percentages result (Table Id) • 



Table Id. Sunimary Indicators of Number of Times FT Model Mean Scores Were Greater 
Than NFT and TD Mean Scores, across Years and Grades, EKpressed as 
Percentages 

A/a B/b 
Mathematics Reading Mathematics Reading 



BS 


84 


78 


58 


53 


BA 


87 


78 


86 


72 


BI 


44 


19 


22 


3 


EDC 


.37 


25 


33 


0 


FP 


44 


25 


11 


0 


PT 


83 


83 


61 


72 




31 


25 


22 


33 



(3) As shown In Table id, for both aubjects the Bank Street, Behavior 
Analysis, and Parent ImplemanCed models had greater mean scores across years 
and grades than their corresponding NFT groupinga at least 75% of the time. 
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while the number of times the remaining four models had graater mean scores 
(both subjects) was less than 50%, In comparison with corresponding TD 
groupings J Table Id indicatas the Behavior Analysis model had greater mean 
gcoras appraclably more times (86X for math, 721 for reading) than any 
other model. As shown in Tables Ic and Id, the Bilingual, Educational 
Development Center^ and ^ Florida Parent models fallad to obtain greater mean 
reading scores than their corrasponding TD groupings excapt in school year 
IQTl-'lSTZj when the Bilingual model mean reading scores ware greater 12% of 
the time. 
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IT 11: COMPARATIVE PERPORMANCE OP FOLLOW THROUGH MODELS IN READING AND MATHEMATICS 
FOR THE THREE YEARS, 1973-1974 THROUGH 1975-1976, IN TERMS OF PERCENTAGES 
OF PUPILS SCORING BELOW THE NATIONAL 16TH PERCENTILE «16) AND AT OR ABOVE 
THE NATIONAL 50TH PERCENTILE (J50) • (1) DIRECT INTRA-PROGRAM COMPARISONS, 
AND (2) COMPARISONS'EXPRESSED AS A FUNCTION OF RELATIVE PERFORMANCE OF 
APPROPRIATE NON -FOLLOW THROUGH . TOTAL DISTRICT. AND TOTAL CITY GROUPINGS 

I- P^rellmlnnry Notes 

a. This part of the report deals with data for the last three school 
years, when the same tests were admlnlaterBd, i.e., the SESAT for Kindergarten 
and the CAT for Grades One through Four. 

b. The followlni discussion ba^etl Tah7a= ^ l-u u o . 

, oaaed on Tab7.es .5 through 8 In Appendix A. 

displaysdata for Reading and Mathematics separately, by type of grouping, 
grade, and school year. An exply nation of information contained in table 
cells is sh ow n the page befnct^ labl e 5 . ^ , , ^ 
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2. Analysis of PerGentages in Lower and Upper National Percentile Rank Intervals 
a. School Year 1975-1976 

The amount of Improvement for each Follow Through grouping can be 
shown by comparing the 1975-1976 percentages with the corresponding 
percentages for the previous year. Improved results are defined as the 
occurrence of two indications | no change or a decrease in the •<16' percentage, 
and no change or an increase in the '^SO' percentage. Mixed results are 
defined as the occurrence of one indication. On this basis, the Total Follow 
Through grouping showed improved or mixed results for all ten subject-grade 
combinatlonB. For model groupings, the number of subject-grade combinations 
chat showed Improved or mixed results varied from ten out of ten for Bilingual 
and Philadelphia Process, to three out of ten for Parent Implemented. The 
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number of subject^grada combinations for which results were improved or 
mix^ for each model grouping weref BS-7, BA«7, BI-10, EDC«6, PI'-4, 
PP-10* (The comparable data for District Follow Through groupings were D2F-8, 
D4F=6, D5F-8*) The number of subjects-model grouping combinations that showed 
improved or mixed results for each grade were I Mathematics One-4, Twd-4 

Three-6, Four-7); Reading One-6, Tvro-4j Three-^7, Four-6), 

b. School Years 1973-1974 through 1975-1976 

(1) Using the definition of 'results- given above, a comparison of 
1973-1974 percentages with the corresponding percentages for 1975--1976 
reveal Improved results over the three year period for all Total Follow 
Through subject-grade combinations. In comparing percentages for model 
groupings, improved results were shown for 57 out of 70 subject-grade 
combinations* (MiKed results were shown for eight combinations i 
BS-Grade 3 Math; BI-Grade 1 Mathi Pi-Kindergarten Reading, Grade 3 Math, 
Grade 3 Reading, Grade 4 Reading | and PP-Grade 4 Math^ Grade 4 Reading, 
Poorer results were shown for five combinations i BS-Grade 4 Reading; 
BA^Grade 1 Math; and Pi-Grade 1 Math, Grade 1 Reading, Grade 2 Math*) 

(2) The degree to which improvement persisted over the three year 
period is revealed by the following table (Table Ila) * The table 
indicates the number of times the '<16Vnild '*^S0' percentages improved or 
remained the same compared to the corresponding percentages for the 
previous year. The total possibilities are four for Kindergarten through 
Grade Three, and two for Grade Four* 

For ease of comparison, the totals are shown as decimals (in parentheses) 
aa well as fractiono. 
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PABLE Ila^Suimnary Indicators of Improvement In *<Q.6' and *-50' percentages frnni 
Year to Year (Actual versus Possible Number of Times In Fractions) in 
Mathematics (M) and Reading (R) . 



GMDES 



Through 
Groupings 


Kinder 
H 


gartea 
R 


Griidi 
H 


One 
R 


Grad 
K 


e Two 
R 


Grade 
M 


Three 
R 


Grade 
M 


Four 
R 


TOTALS 
M R 


. ... . BS 


2/4 


2/4 


3/4 


3/4 


3/4 


3/4 


3/4 


3/4 


2/2 


0/2 


13/18 
(.72) 


11718 
(*61) 


BA 


4/4 


4/4 


2/4 


3/4 


2/4 


2/4 


4/4 


4/4 


2/2 


2/2 


14/18 
(*78) 


15/18 
(*S3) 


BI 


4/4 


3/4 


2/4 


4/4 


4/4 


4/4 


3/4 


2/4 


2/2 


2/2 


15/18 
(.83) 


15/18 
(.83) 


EDO 


2/4 


2/4 


3/4 


4/4 


2/4 


2/4 


4/4 


3/4 


2/2 


2/2 


13/18 
(•72) 


13/18 
(.72) 


FF^ 


3/4 


4/4 


2/4 


3/4 


3/4 


4/4 


4/4 


3/4 


2/2 


2/2 


14/18 
(.78) 


16/18 
(.89) 


FI 


2/4 


2/4 


0/4 


0/4 


2/4 


2/4 


1/4 


2/4 


2/2 


1/2 


7/lS 
(*3f). 


7/18 
(.39) 


FP 


4/4 


4/4 


3/4 


3/4 


4/4 


4/4 


4/4 


3/4 


1/2 


1/2 ' 


16/18 
(.89) 


15/18 
(.83) 


TOTM,S 


21/28 
-(.-75)-^ 


21/28 


15/28 

^(,34)^ 


20/28 
(.71)^ 


20/28 
(.71)- 


21/28 
(.75)- 


23/28 

-(^82)— 


20/28 
(-71)- 


13/14 

(Tta)— 


10/14 
(TTl)- 




TIT 


4 


3 


3 3 


3 ^ 


3 


4 


4 


2 


2 


16/18 
(.89) 


15/18 
(.83) 



(3) As shown m Table Ila, the Behavior Analysis, Bilingual, Florida 
Parent and Philadelphia Process models Improved their '*16' and 'SSO' 
peraentagea (compared to the previous year's percentages) «ore than 751 of the 
tliua for both subjects. 

(4) Having examined the percentages in terms of overall improvement and 
persistency in improvement over the three year period, it would be appropriate 
to compare them to the national percentages. The following . table shows, for 
each subject-grade combination, the number of times the percentages were 
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better than the corresponding national percentages; i.e., the number of times 
the '<16- percentage was below 16 plus the number of times the 'isO' percentagi 
was above 49. Additionally, the table indicates the nmnber of times the 
percentages failed to maintain an improved condition having once attained it, 
E*g*^ Florida Parent Grade Two percentages for mathematics were better than 
" ' " the correspoMihg natlo^^ percentages in three InstancesV but subsequently 

failed on one occasion to maintain this improved condition* The table reveals 
that upper grade performance is not ort a par with the lower grades, and a rathe 
wide variation in the number of times the ^nd^l grouplns percentages ware bet te 
than the Gorresponding national percentages across subjects and grades* 
(The total possibilities, by subject^ are six for all model groupings- ) 

Table Ilia. Summary indicators of Number of Times *^6' and 'i^O' Percentages were 

Favorable, and Cin Parentheses) the nurqber of Times They were Unfavorable 
Having Once Attained a Favorable Conditioni Across Yeara^ in Mathematics (M) 
and Reading (R) . 



Fellow 
Through 
GrQupings 


Kindergarten 
M R 


Gi-ade One 
H R 


Grade Two 
M R 


Grada Three 
M R 


Grade Pour 
M E 


TOTALS 
M R 


BS 


4 6 


4 4 


4 1 






12 U 


BA 


5 6 


6 6 


5 5 


3 




19 17 


11 


2 6 










2 6 


EDC 


4 5 


5(1) 4 


4 3(1) 






13 12 


FP 


6 6 


4 1 


3(1) = 






13 7 


PI 


5 6 


3(3) 4(2) 


6 5 


5 




19 15 


PP 


3 5 


5 6 


2 4 


1 




11 15 


TOTALS 


29 40 


27 25 * 


24 18 


9 0 


0 0 




TFT 


4 6 


5 6 


4 4 






13 16 
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(5) As shown in Table lib, the '<W and '-50' percentages for the Behavior 
Analysis and Parent Iinplemented models were favorable an appreciably greater 
number of times than for the other models. Additionally Table lib Indicates 
thst pferfqrmance in Grades Three and Four, particularly in rcHdIng, Is not 
on^ the same level as K-2 performance, - 

3* Analysis of Percentage Difference Comparisons 
a. School Year 1975-1976 

As noted on the page before Table 5^ a letter code in a table cell indicates 
that the percentage dlEplayed is more favorable than the corresponding percentage 
for certain other groupings. Comparing the group of letter codes in each pair 
of cells for 1975--i976 with the corresponding pair for the previous year, reveals 
that of the ten Total Follow Through grouping subject-grade combinations , eight 
improved or remained constant, one fell off , and for one no defttilte 
conclusion is possible. Similar comparisons for the model groupings reveal a 
~variati^nHlTi-4.Tnproved^or^ons^anc^ 
combinations for Bilingual and Florida Parent to five of ten for Behavior Analysis. 
The number of subject-grade combinations that improved or remained constant for 
each model grouping were: BS-7 , EDC-7, FP-S, Pl-6, PP-8* (The 

results for District Follow Through groupings were? D2F-7, D4F-3p D5F-8.) 

b. School Years 1973-1974 Throuph 19 75-1976 

(1) The following table reveals the number of times each model grouping 
attained more favorable percentages than appropriate Non-Follow Through 
groupings (letter code 'A* or 'a') or District Summary groupings (letter 
code 'B* or 'b'), expressed as a percentage of total possibilities , for each 
of the three years. (For model groupings BS, BA, and BI| an 'a' or 'b^ 
was considered one-half of a possibility.) 
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Table lie. Sumiary Indies tors of the Number of Times IT Model '<16* and '=S0* 

Percantages ware More Favorable 'than Corresponding NFT and TD Percentages* 
by Years Across Grades , Exprassed as Percentages . 



A/ a 

(Comparisons with NFT Groupings) 



B/b 

(Comparisons vlth TP Croupings) 



MATHEMATICS 


READING 


MATHEMAT 




READING 


K-3 
73-74 


K-4 
74-75 


2-4 
75-76 


K-3 
73-74 


K-4 
74-75 


2-4 
75-76 


K-3 
73-74 


K-4 
74-75 


K-4 

/J i \j 


K-3 
73-74 


K-4 
74-75 


K-4 
75-76 


87 


90 


100 


69 


70 


83 


62 


95 


90 


31 


70 


70 


94 


85 


67 


75 


95 


50 


87 


85 


80 


69 


85 


80 


69 


25 


83 


31 


15 


50 


25 


0 


35 


12 


0 


0 


25 


30 


33 


0 


50 


17 


25 


40 


20 


0 


10 


0 


25 


SO 


67 


25 


10 


17 


25 


30 


20 


12 


0 


10 


100 


70 


100 


100 


70 


100 


100 


90 


60 


87 


100 


80 


50 


50 


50 


25 


30 


10 


12 


20 


50 


25 


40 


60 



BS 
BA 
BI 
EDC 
FP 
PI 
PP 



(2) If the ahova analysis is conducted for tha antira three year periods 



the following percentages result (Table Ild). 
Table lid. Summary Indicators of the Number of Times FT Model *<16* and '^50' 





Percentages were 


More 


Favorable than 


Corresponding NFT and TD 




Percentages, Aero 


ss Ye 


ara and Grades, 


Expressed as 


Percentages. 






A/a 






n/b 




Mathematics 




Reading 


Mathematics 


Reading 


BS 


92 




73 


84 


59 


BA 


83 




77 


84 


79 


BI 


54 




29 


20 


4 


EDC 


29 




25 


29 


4 


FP 


46 




17 


25 


7 


PI 


87 




87 


82 


89 


PP 


50 




25 


29 


43 
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(3) Aa showri In Table Ildj for both sub J acts the Bank Street, Behavior 
Analysis, and Parent Implemented models had more favorable -<16' and 'isO' 
percentages than their corresponding NFT groupings an appreciably greater 
number of times than was the case for the remaining four models. In comparison 
with TD groupings j the same pattern results. 
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PART III: SU^HAEY CO>gARISON INDICES: COOT ARATIVE -PERFOWiANCE OF FOLLOW THROUC^H 
MODELS IN READING AND MATHEMATICS ON THE BASIS OF RANKS REFLECTING (1) 
THE PERCMTAGE OF TimS (FIVE YEARS) THE NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANK OF THE 
M EAN EQUALED OR EXCEEDED THE 5QTH PERCENTILE , (2) THE PERCENTAGE OF PU PILS 
(OVER THREE YEARS) SCORING BELOW THE NATIONM. 16TH PERCENTILE , AND (3) 
THE PERCENTAGE OF PUPILS (THREE YEARS) SCORING AT OR ABOVE THE NATIONAL 
50TH PERCENTILE . 

1* Pereentage of Times National Mean Exceeded 

a. Table Ilia balowj derived from Tables 1 througb 4 In Appendl^c A 
displays the number of times the national percentile rank for each FT 
model equaled or exceeded the 50th percentile, by subject, across grades 
for the five year period , expressed as a percentage of the total pos- 
sibilities. The display is approKlmately to scale, simultaneously 
ranking models and indicating relative distances between ranks. 



-Table— I-Ma. — Scaled-Display-of— the-Percentage-of— T4mee-^ 

or Exceeded the SOth Percentile^ Across Grades for the five 
Year Period, 1971-1972 to 1975=1976. 



EKLC 



Mathematics 

% Model 
10&- 



64. 



50 



41_ 

32. 



.BA 



PI 



_FP 

BS/EDC 
.PP 



BI 



39 
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Readlng 



lOQ- 



50. 



31' 



41 

3^ 
36- 



18 

14. 



Modal 



-BA 

PP 
-PI 
•EDC 



3S 



.FP 
.BI 



Table Illb below, also derived from Tables 1 through 4, displays the 
number of times the national percentlla rank for each grade equaled or 
axceeded uhe 50th percentile, by subject, across model groupings for the 
five year period, expressed as a percentage of the total possibilities. 
The display Is approximately to scale again, as for Table llla* 



Table nib. Scaled Display of the Percentage of Times each Grade 

Equaled or Exceeded the 50th Percentile, Across Model 
Groupings for the Five Year Period, 1971'-1972 to 1975»1976, 
Mathematics Reading 

% Grade % Grade 

10 0 i 100— — 



53 



'4X 



18 



79. 



.K/One 
"Two" 



38 



26_ 



Three 



-Four 



One 



Two 



Three/Four 



c- As shown in Table Ilia, the Behavior Analysis model equaled or 
exceeded the national mean at least one^half of the time for both subjects., 
while the Parent Implemented model did so for mathematics one-"half of 
the time. Table Illb reveals that Kindergarten classes (across models) 
equaled or exceeded the national mean a majority of times for both 
subjects, while Grade One did so for mathematica. Additionally, Table 
lllb reveals a tendency for national percentile ranks to be lower for 
the higher grades, 40 
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2, Rankings by Percentages in Lower and Upper National Percentile Rank Intervals 

; ■ a. Tables lllc and ITId below are derived from Tables 5 through 8 in Appendix A and 
rank ' the model groupings on the basis of percentages of pupils in reading and 
mathematics scoring below the national 16th percentile and at or above the 
national 50th percentile, by grade, across the last three school years, 1973- \ 
■ . ;7 ■ ~ 1974 to 1975»1976, The rank for each model-grade combination was determined ^ 
by obtaining yearly ranks, sunmlng them across models-grade combinations, and rank 
Ing the results. The 'Across Grades* ranks were obtained by sunming yearly ranks 

; across grades and ranking the results/ (Tie ranks were averaged, thus two model f 

- ■ ■ ' .■■ -■ ■ : ■ - \ " ■ , ■ ■ ■ 

groupings tied for second are each given a rank of 2*5.) - 

; Table Illc, Ranks by Percentages Below the National 16th Percentile, in 
Hothematics (M) and Reading (R) Across the Last Three Years, 
: 1973^1974 to 1975-1976 C 

NOTE: A 'rank of 1 indicates the percentage was lowest; 7 the percentage 
i was highest* Lower percentagas below the 16th percentile are assoc- 

• / .. iated with higher performance. . . ' . . 







Kindergarten 


Grade One 


Grade Two 


Grade Three 


Grade Four 


Across 


Grades 






M 


R 


M 


R 


M 


R 


M 


R 


M 


R 


M 


R 




BS 


2.5 


4 


2 


5.5 


4 


5 


5 


3.5 


2 


1-.5 


3 


4 




BA 


4 


2 


1 


1 ' 


1 


1.5 


2 


1 


3 


3 


2 


1 




BI 


6 


7 


7 


7 


7 


7 


7 


7 


5 


7 


7 


7 




EDC 


7 


6 


4 


4 


5 


4 


4 


5 


6 


5.5 


6 


6 




FP 


1 


3 


6 


5.5 


2.5 


6 


6 


6 


7 


5.5 


4 


5 




PI 


2.5 


1 


3 


3 


2.5 


1.5 


1. 


2 


1 


1.5 


1 


2 




PP 


5 


5 


5 


2 


6 


3 


3 


3.5 


4 


4 


5 
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, Table Illd. Ranks by Percentages at or above the National 50th Percentile 

in Mathematics (M) and Reading (R) Acroaa the Last Three Years, 
1973^1974 to 1975-1976; \L ^ 

NOTEi A ranking of 1 indicates the percentage was highest; 7 the 

percentage was lowest. Higher percentages at or above the 
50th percentile are associated with higher performance. 





Kindergarten 


Grade One 


Gra 


da Two 


Grade Three 


Grade Four 


Across 


Grades 




M 


R 


M 


R 


M 


R 


M 


R 


M 


R 


M • 


R 


BS 


3 


4 


3 


3 


3 


5 


4 


4 


1 


4 


3 


4 


BA 


2 


2.5 


1 


1 


1 


1 


1.5 


1 


4 


3 


1 


1 


BI 


6 


7 


7 


6 


7 


6 


7 


7 


6.5 


6.5 


7 ■ 


7 


EDC 


7 


6 


5.5 


5 


4.5 


4 


5 


5 


3 


5 


6 


5 . 


FP 


1 


l' - , 


4 


7 


6 


7 


6 


6 


6.5 


6.5 


■ . .5; ' 


6 


PI 


4 


2.5 


5.5 


4 


2 3 


1.5 


2.5 


2 


2 


2 


3 ^ . 


PP 


5 


5 


2 


2 


4.5 


2 


3 


2.5 


5 


1 


4 


2 



bV The ranking for each model-subject combination across grades and 
years ('Across Grades' column) in Table IIIc la quite conaistent with 
the corresponding ranking in Table llld. Additionally , within the 
'Across Grades V column of each table^ the ranking for mathematics is 
quite consistent withthat for reading for each model eKcept for the 
Philadelphia Process Models where the rank difference is two between 
the two subject areas in both tables. 
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Summayy and Conclusions 

■ . ■ ■ .- / ' . ' ■ ■ : ~ - ■■■ = ■■ - ■ 

A brief summary foliowa which makes particular rafarence to PART I 
findings, since these can be taken as representative of those found throughout 
the report* For the total program^ and then for each model, suranary data 
are included in the following order: (1) performance * K-S, on the basis 
of the percentile rank of mean scores attained over the five years, 

1971-1972 through 1975-3:976 1 (2) for-tnfr^entire five year period, the 

' ■ ■ .... . ■. ■ -. ■ 

percentage of comparlsQni (K-3 for the most part, but K^4 in 1974-^1975 
and 1975--1976) in which mean scores equaled or eKceeded the national mean 
(50th percentile) I (3) for the five year period also, the percentage of 
comparisons (K-S, but K-4 as noted iimnedlately above) In which mean scores. • 
eKceeded those of the appropriate Noh-Follow Through (NFT) groupings; and, 
(4) again for the five year period, the percentage of comparisons CK^3, 
but K-^4 aa noted above) in which mean scores exceeded those of the appropriate 
Total District (TD) groupings or the Total District 1 to 6 aggregate (TDl-6), 
or the Total City (TC) . ^ ^ 

- Total Follow Through (TFT) i (1) In both Mathematics and Heading, 
within each grade of the K-3 span, TFT shows an overall pattern of 
Improvement in the national percentire ranK norreBponding to the nii^an 
across the five years* In Math in 1971-1972, percentiles ranged from a 
low of 20 (Grade 2) to a high of 40 (Grade 1) ; tn 1975-1976, they ranged 
from a low of 45 (Grade 3) to a high of 64 (Grade K) , In Reading in 
1971-'1972, percentiles ranged again from a low of 20 (Grade 2) to a high of 
48 (Grade K) ; In 1975^1976, they ranged from a low of 39 (Grade 3) to a 
high of 77 (Grade K) , Particularly noticable Is the improvement in 

; 43. : 'i . 
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; 'performance, in both Math and Reading recently in Gradai 2 and 3. (2) For 
the five year period, percencllBa equaled or exceeded the naclonal mean In 
36% of the comparisoris in Math and in 41% of tha comparisons in Reading 

across the program grades. (3) Ovar the 5 years, mean scores excaeded 

those of Total NFT in 69% of the Math comparisons and in 50% of those In 
Reading. (4) Comparable percentages with respect to TDl-6 were 33% in 

;Math and 17% in Reading, whlla those In relation to TC were 11% and 6% in 
Ma£h and Reading respectively. 

Bank Sereet (BS) : (1) A^iSsi the five years in the K-3 span, BS ranks 
^second among the models In Math and third in Reading. In Math In 1971-1972 
Its lowest percentile rank was a 14 (Grade 2) • its highest, a 32 (Grade 1) . 
In 1975-1976, its lowest was a 37 CCrade 3)} its highest, a 64 (Grade . K) . 
In Reading in 1971-1972, Its lowest was also a 14 (Grade 2); its highest, a 
42 (Gaade ,K) . In 1975-1976, Its lowest was a 39 (Grade 3)V its highest'an 
80 (Grade K) . As one of the top three models, it contributed substtantially 
to the continuous improvement In TFT at all grade levels, including Grades 
2 and 3. (2) For the 5 years , BS percentiles equaled or exceeded the 
national mean in 36% of the Math comparisons and in 31% of the Reading 
comparisons across the program grades. (3) During the 5 years, Its mean 
scores exceeded those of the Districts 2 and 5 NFT groupings in 84% of 
the Math comparisons and In 78% of those in Reading. (4) Compai.,ole 
percentages resulting from comparisons with the two respective TD 
groupings were 58% in Math and 53% In Reading. 



Behavior Analysis (BA) > (1) Across Grades K-3 and across the 5 years , ; 

BA easily ranks first among tha models in both Mathematics and Reading 
In mean score performance, far out-distancing any of the other models at 
these grade levels^ In Math in 1971-1972, BA'b I^^^ percentile rank was .;v 
a 28 CGrade 2)- its highest , a 52 (Grade 1). In 1975-1976, its lowest was 
a 62 <Grade 2); Its highest, a 7r (Grade 1). In Reading in 1971-1972;^^^ 
1 owest percentile rank was a 23 (Grade 2) | ' ttiB highest;, a 54 (Grade K) . . 
1975-1976,; its lowest was a 49 (Grade 3) ; Its highest, an 80 (Grade K) . 
Much more than any other model, BA seems to be a prUe factor in the 
improved performance of TFT at all grade levels , especially: in Grades 2 and 
3. (2) Over the S years, BA percentiles equaled or exceeded the national 
mean in 64% of the Math comparisons and 50% of those In Reading across the 
program grades. (3) Its mean scores for the 5 years exceeded: those of - 
Dlstrlcta 2 and 4 NFT In 87% of the Math and 78% of the Reading comparisons . 
(4) Similar comparisons with the two TD groupings yielded figures of 86% 
in Math and 72% In Reading. 

Bilingual (Bp I (1) This model appears last in the K-3 rankings In 
both Math and Reading across the five years. It has to be recognized, 
however, that expectations regarding this model's performance cannot be 
reasonably set at the same level as that for other models whose target 
populations do not have to deal with a dual language problem. The model 
has definitely Improved over the years particularly In Math. In Math 
in 1971-1972, Bl's lowest percentile rank was an 18 (Grade 3); its highest, 
a 42 (Grade 1). In 1975-1976, its lowest percentile was a 34 (Grade 3) | ' 
its Mghest a 72 (Grade K). In Reading in 1971-1972, Bl's lowewt percentile 
was a 16 (Grade 2); its highest, a 36 (Grade 1). In 1975-1976, Its lowest : 
was a 27 (Grade 3) ; its highest, a 68 (Grade K) . (2) For the five year 



£V&,^ equaled or exceeded the national mean in 5% of the 

and in 14% of the Reading comparisons , across the program grades. 
(3) Over the 5 years, Its mean scores eKceeded those of Districts 2 and 5 
; / NFT groupings in 44% of the and in 19% of those in 

-Reading, (4) In similar comparisona with these two districts^ TD groupingSi 
; BI ihowed higher means in 22% of the Math and in 3% of the Reading 
-J comparisons. 

Educational Development Center (EDG) t (1) This model ranked third 
in Math and fourth in Reading, looking across the 5 years at the level. 
Much of its standing in performance seems to be the result of Improvement 
in- the last two years , In Math in 1971-19725 EDG' s lowest percentile rank 
was a 20 (Grade 2) i its highest, a 44 (Grade K) , In 1975-1976, its 
lowest percentile was a 38 (Grade 3) , while Its highest was a 59 (Grade 1). 
In Reading in 1971-1972, EDO's lowest percentile was a 16 (Grade 2) | its 
highest, a 54 (Grade K) . . In 1975-1976, its lowest percentile was a 33 
(Grade 3); its highest, a 72 (Grade K) . (2) For the five year period^ 
EDO percentiles equaled or exceeded the national mean in 36% of both the 

Math and Reading comparisons, across the program grades. (3) Over the 5 V 

' ■ / . - ( ' ' - ; ■ . ^ -■- .■ 

years, Its mean scores exceeded those of the District 6 NET grouping In 

37% of the Math and 25% of the Reading comparisons, (4) In similar 

obmparisons with this district's TD group, the results were 33% in Math, 

bilt 0% in Reading. 

Florida Parent (FP) i (1) The FP model ranked fourth in Math and fifth 
in Reading across Grades K-3 over the five years, -It has Improved, particularly 
In Math, In Math In 1971^1972, its lowest percentile rank was a 10 
" (Grade 1); its highest, a 32 (Grade K) , In 1975^1976, FP's lowest percentile 
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was a 37 (Grade 3) ; Its highest, a 76 (Grade K) . In Reading In 1971-1972, 

FP's lowest parcencile was a 14 (Grade 2) ; its hlghist, a 48 (Grade K) . 

In 1975-1976* its lowast was a 33 (Grade 3) | its highest, an 86 (Grade K). 

(2) Over "the 5 years, FP's percentiles equaled or exceeded the national 

mean in 41% of the Math and 18% of the Reading comparisons across the program 

grades* (3) For the five year period, its mean scores exceeded those of 

the District 3 NFT grouping in 44% of the Math comparisons- a^^^ in 25% 

of those for Reading. (4) When matched against this district's TD grouping* 

the results were 11% favoring FP In the Math and 0% In the Reading 

comparisons* 

Parent Implemented (FI) i This model (a single school) could not be 
ranked acroaa t\ie five years* because it was not tested in 1972-1973, as 
explained in the teHt. It would have ranked relatively high among the other 
models on the basis of its performance In 1971-1972* 1973=1974, and 
1974-1975, but probably leas on the basis of 1975-1976. In Math in 
1971'-1972, Pi's lowest percentile was a 36 (Grade 1) i its highest* a 44 
(Grade K) . In 1975-1976* its lowest percentile was 43 (Grade 1); its 
highest, a 58 (Grade K). In Reading in 1971-^1972, Pi's loweat percentile 
was a 16 (Grade 2); its highest, a 48 (Grade K) * In 1975-1976, its 
lowest percentile was a 3i (Grade 1) ; its highest, a 72 (Grade K) . 
(2) Over the 5 years. Pi's percentiles equiled or exceeded the national 
mean in 50% of ^the Math and 39% of the Reading comparisons. <3) For 
the 5 year period, its mean scores exceeded those of the District 5 NFT , 
grouping in 83% of the comparisons in both Math and Reading. (4) In * 
comparison with the district's TD group* the respective results were 61% 
±n Math and 72% in Reading, 



Philadelphia Process (PP) : (1) This model ranked fifth In Math, but 
second in Reading across Grades for the 5 year period. It's most 
noticeable improvement was in 1975-1976. In Math in 1971-1972, PP's 
lowest percentile rank was a 16 (Grade 2); its highest , a 38 (Grade K) . 
In 1975-1976, its lowest was a 54 (Grades 2 and 3); its highest , a 66 
(Grade 1) , In Reading in 1971-1972, PP*s lowest percentile was a 23 
(Grade 2); its highest, a 58 (Grade K) , In 1975-1976* its lowest percentll 
was a 42 (Grade 3) and its highest, an 80 (Grade K) • (2) Over the 5 
years, PP's percentiles equaled or exceeded the national mean in 32% of the 
Math and 41% of the Reading comparisons, across the grades. (3) For the 
5 years, its mean scores exceeded those of the District 1 NFT grouping in 
31Z of the Math and 25^ of the Reading comparisons* (4) In relation to 
this district's TD grouping, the respective results were 22% in Hath and 
33% in Reading/ ;^ 



From the summary statements above it is evident that the principal 
conclusion to be drawn is that, while the Total Program (TFT) shows 
continuous improvement in Grades across the five years, it is the 
Behavior Analysis Model (BA) which has produced the greatest positive 
effect on performance In these grades during this period* BA cons is tent ly 
ranks first among the models in both Math and Reading and by 1975«1976 
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had attained mean scores corresponding to the following national percentJies. 
in Math across Grades K"3respectivelyi 64| 71, 62 and 63, while the 
corresponding percentilea in Reading for these grades were i 80, 75, 61 and 49 

The Bank Street Model (BS) on the basis of its rankings (second in 
Math and third in Reading) across K-^S during this five year period, 
evidences the greatest positive effect after BA. In 1975-1976 it had 
attained the following peroentilei in Hath across K^3 respectively i 
64, 63, 57 and 37* while its percentiles for these grades in Reading werei 
80, 59, 50 and 39 respectively. (The Parent Implemented Model, (PI), 
found in one school only, could not be ranked over the five years, because 
it was not tested in 1972-1973; it had ranked high among the models recently 
on a year by year basis , ) . 

The Philadelphia Proceas Model (PP) ranked second in Reading across 
the five years and across K='3, principally because of improved perfortnance 
in 1975-1976. PP ranked fifth in Math, however^ EDC ranked third in 
Math and fourth in Reading, having improved substantially since 1974-1975, 
The Florida Parent Model (FP) ranked fourth in Math and fifth in Reading, 
The Bilingual Model (BI) ranked last in both subject matter areas i 
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APPENDIX A 
GENERAL SU^mARY TABLES 
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EKplanatlon of Cell Information^ Tables i -"4 

-■ ■ ■ ■ - ■ ■ ' ■ ■ ' ^ ■ ' ■ - - ■ ■ . 

jiV The number in each cell preceding the dash represents the national percentile 
i^^"'* °°^^®®P°'^^^"8 to the mean score attained by the srouplng (In the left-handC;: 
margin) for the school year at the top of the colukn. In the case of six of the 
models (all except the Parent Implemented), an inter-model ranking for the 
indicated school year follows the dash.* (Because of space considerations in the 
tables, decimals ttave been omitted from tied rankings.) For exaraplei Table 1 
shows that Che Bank Street model Kindergarten classes attained a mean mathematicB 
score corresponding to a national percentile or-26for the school year 1971-1972 
and ranked 6th among the six models involved. 

The letters shown in some cells Indicate that the mean score attained by 
the Follow Through grouping in the left margin is greater (at a probability less 
than .05) than the mean score attained by certain other groupings. The letter 
code Is as follows for the latter groupings: 

A- appropriate Non-Follow Through district grouping} or both Non-Follow 
Through district groupings In the case of BS, BA, and BI. ' 
a- one of two appropriate Non-Follow Through groupings. 
B- appropriate Total District grouping; or both Total District grouplnis 
in the case of BS, BA, and BI. 
- b- one of two appropriate Total District groupings. 
C- the Tocal Non-Follow Through grouping. 

D- the Total District 1-6 grouping. " ■ 



^ In Tables 1-4 data for the Parent Implemented- Model (PI) are presented 
separately below the main data table. The PI data do not include ranking 
Infomation^slnce the purpose of ranking Is to capsullze model perfomanM 

nl7?%Si ""fc^"'-' not available for one of these years 

(iy7Z-1973). (Since there was no city-wide testing this year, data was 
obtained from national evaluation teat files, which did not include PI ) 
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TABIZ 1 



_ NATIONAL FERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEA N BCOmn . 
TNTER^MQDEL ANNUAL RANKIN GS, AND MEAN SCORE DIFFERKNCrcSFgARISQN INDICATORS 

(Mathematics) 



KINDERGARTEN 



GRADE ONE 




NOTES? 



1/ Data for Nan -Follow Through irauplngs unavailable ihenee no 'A^, U 
comparisons * 

2. No clty=wide tesclng this yean hence no 'B', 'b', 'd' or 'E' comparisons, 

3* Note chat this model (PI) had no data for 1972-1973 and was not. included In 
the rankings. 

4, Expansion program absorbed Non^Follow Through groupings; htnce no *A* , *a*s 
or 'C* comparisons. 
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TABLE 2 



NATIONAt PERCENTILE RANKS CORRE >fEAN SCORES ^ 

INTER-MODEL Am(UAL RANKINGS > AND MEAN SCORE DIFFERENCE CQ^gARISQM INDICATQRS 

" . , (Mathematics) 



C^DE TOO_ • 1 _ ' GMJS THREE '_ GMDE FOURl 





1 

71-72 
KPR-R 


2 

72-73 
NPR-R 


73-74 
WPR-R 


74-75 

NPR-R 


75-r76 
NPR-R 


1 

71-72 
NPR-R 


2 

72-73 

NPR-R 


73-74 
NPR-R 


74-75 
NPR-R 


75-76 
NPR-R 


74-75 

NPR-R 


75-7^ 
, NPR-I 


BS 


14-6 


38-2 A 




62-£ AB 


57-2 AB 


21-4 


23-2 A 


29-2 Ab 


37-4 b 


37-4 A 


27-1 AB 


29-1^ 


BA 


28-1 b 


SO-X a 


51-a AB 


69-1 AB 


62-1 aB 


35-1 1 


32t1 a 


47-1 AB 


56-^ AB 


63-^1 AB 


21-3 


26-3 


i 


BI 


24-2 h 


28-3 s 


28-6 


36-6 fl 


45-6 a 


18-6 


16-3 A 


19-6 A 


19-6 . 


34-6 A 


11-5 


26-2- 


f 


EDC 


20-3 


28-3 


40-3 


62-1 W 


54-J AB 


21-4 


14-^ 


27-4 


38-3 


38-3 


19-4 


23-5 




FP 




20-1 


38-4 


57-4 A 


54-4 A 




10-6, 


22-5 


27-5 


37-4 


7-6 


18-6 


i 


16-4 


20-1 


38-j 


43-5 


S4-J 


28-J 


U-^ 


29-2 A 


42-2 B 


54-2' AB 


22-2 


27 


d2F 


28 B 


28. 


40 AB 


51 AB 


45 


21 


23 A 


26 A 


31 


37 A 


17 A 


26 




D4F 


28 


58 


47 B 


69 AB 


69 B 


35 . B 


34 A 


47 AM 


57 AB 


65 AB 


23 


24 . 


D5F 


16 


34 


38 " A 


54 AB 


49 A 


32 B 


18 A 


34 AB 


34 


42 AB 


20 


3D 


A 


TFT 


20 


34 


40 


57 CD 


54 C 


25 


18 


31 C 


40 D 


45 CD 


19 


26 


C 


3 

PI 


38- B 




51- A3 


65- AB 


51- A 


39- B 




;>9- AB 


56- AB 


51 - AE 


31- AJ 


34- 


A 



NpTESr ""^ 

!• Data for NQn-*T©llow Through groupings unavailable; henee no ^A* j 'a' or *C' 
comparisons* ' 

2m No clty-widm testing this year; hence no 'B'j 'b's 'D' or 'E' comparisons* 

3, Noce that this model (PI) had no data for 1972-1973 and was not included in the 
rartklngs * " 
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t able: 3 



NATIONAL PERCENTILE MMKB CORRESPONDING TQ ^ fEAN SCORES, 
INTER-HODEL ANNUAL RAI^KXNGS, AND MEAN SCORE DIFFERENCE COMPARISON INDICATO IIS 
s ~ (Reading) 



KINDERGARTEN GRADE ONE 





1 

71-72 
NPR-R 


2 

72-73 
NPR-R 


73-74 
NPR-R 


74-75 
NPR-R 


4 

75-76 
NPR-R 


1 

71-72 
NPR-R 


2 

72-73 
NPR-R 


73-74 
NPR-R 


74-75 
NPR-R 


4 

75-76 
NPR-R 


BS 


42-5 


64-i A 


62-2 AB 


80-2 AB 


80-3 B 


32-4 


40-2 A 


49-3 a 


64-_2 AB 


59-3 B 


EA 




64-i A 


62-2 AB 


80-2 Ab 


80-3 B 


46-1 B 


56-1 A 


66-1 AB 


79-1 AB 


75-1 B 


BI 


26-6 


36-6 


54-4 


62-6 a 


68-6 


36-2 b 


26-5 


43-5 


46-5 


44-6 


EDO 


54-2 


56-4 


48-5 


77-4 A 


72-5 


30-5 


36-3 A 


49-3 V. 


54-4 A 


59-4 


FP 


48-4 


56-4 A 


62-2 A 


86-1 A 


86-1 


30-1 


23-6 


35-6 


42-6 


49-5 


PP 


58-1 B 


56-4 


42-6 


68-5 


80-3 B 


36-i 


32-4 


63-2 AB 


59-3 AB 


71-2 B 


D2F 


43 


64 A 


62 m 


80 AB 


77 


26 


30 


46 


54 


46 


D4F 


58 1 


64 A 


68 AB 


77 A 


86 B 


50 B 


50 A 


68 AB 


81 AB 


78 B 


DSF 


42 


46 


54 . AB 


77 


72 B 


40 B 


40 A 


51 A 


62 AB 


54 


TFT 


48 


56 C 


58 C 


77 C 


77 D 


36 


36 C 


54 C 


62 - CDE 


62 D 




48-. B 




58- A 


80- ; AB 


72- 


30- 




59- AB 


64- AB 


31- 



NOTEsr . - 

1, Data for Non-Follow Through groupings unavailable; hence no 'A' j 'a' or 'c '. 
comparisons. ""7 : 

2# No city-wide testing this year; hence no 'B'* 'b' , 'DV or -E' comparisons. 

3* Note that this model (PI) had no data for 1972-197ri and was not included in 
the rankings - 

4* Expansion program absorbed Non-Follow Through groupings| hence no 'A'* ^ 
* or 'C' comparisons. 
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A^3 




NATIONAL PERC ENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDItig TO MEAN SCORES , 
INTER^mDEO^UArmMriKCS. ACT MEAjj SCORE Dn-F EREUCE CQ^gARISON INDICAIQM 

(Raading) 



nnATiK TOO GRADE TP 


— — 




GRADE 


FOUR 




1 

71-72 
NPE-R 


2 

72-73 
NPR-R 


73-74 
NPR-R 


74-75 
NPR-R 


75-76 
NPR-R 


"I 

71-72^ 
NPR-R 


2 

72-73^ 
NPR-R 


/3^-74^ 
NPR-R 


74-75 
NPR-R 


75-76 
NPR-R 


74-75 
NPR-R 


75^ ^6.^ 
NPR-R 


BS 


14-1 


23-2 a 


33-1 a 


46-4 Ab 


50-4 AB 


18-5 


14-4 a 


25-2 a 






34-1 AB 


34-2 AB 


BA 


23-1 


34-1 a 


47-1 aB 


72-1 AB 


61-2 aB 


26-1 


28-1 A 


41-1 ab 




49—1 aB 


31-3 ab 


34-1 ab 


BI 


16-3 


20-3 a 


23-6 


39-5 a 


42-5 a 


13-1 


12-5 


16-6 


17-6 


27-6 a 


14-5 


22-6 a 


EDC 


16-3 


16-4 


32-4 


56-2 A 


51-3 


26-1 


16-3 


22-4 


33-3 


33-4 


26-4 


26-4 


FP 


14.-3 


12-6 


24-5 


35-6 


42-5 


23-4 : 


S-6 


22-1 


22-5 


33-4 


13-6 


24-5 A 


PP 


23-1 


14-5 


41-2 


54-3 


65-1 AB 


29-1 


24-2 'A 


25-2 ■ 


37-2 


42-2 


32-2 


34-2 


D2F 


14 


23 


35 A 


42 


40 




20 A 


21 A 


22 


34 B 


20^ A 


27 A 


D4F 


28 


38 


46 


76 AB 


67 B 


32 


30 A 


43 


53 AB 


49 B 


32 A 


34 


D5F 


16 


23 


32 


48 A 


SO AB 


26 B 


10 , 


29 A 


30 


37 A 


28 


31 AB 


TFT 


20 


23 


35 


53 C 


54 C 


26 


20 


27 


33 


39 


26 


29 


^ 


16- 




45- AB 


60- AB 


56- AB 


41- B 




43- AB 


45- B 


42- AB 


34- B 


34- AB 



MOTES I 



1. Data for Non-Fallow Through gtouplngs unavailablo; h«nc« no 'A', 'a' or 'C cofflparlsens. 

2. No clcy-wlde testing this yaar; hanco no 'B', 'b' . 'D' or 'l' comparlaons. 

3. Note that thlB model (PI) had no data for 1972-1973 and was not Included In the 
rafikings* 



Explanation of Cell Information, Tablea 5-8 

The number In each cell represents the percencage of pupils in the left 
mariin grouping whose test score placed them in the national percentile rank 
Interval at the top of the column. 

The letters shown in some cella indicate the percentage displayed Is more 
favorable than the corresponding peruentage for certain other groupings. 
That is, the presence of a letterCs) indicates the percentage displayed is less 
than the corresponding percentage If the cell is in the '%<16' column, or more 
than the corresponding percentage if the cell Is in the 'iSsO' column. The letter 
code is as follows forche reference groups In the comp^rlsonsr ' 

A- appropriate Non7Follow Through grouping; or both Non- Follow Through 
groupings in the case of BS, BA, and BI. 

a- one of two appropriate Non-Follow Through groupings. 

B- appropriate District Summary grouping; or both District Sunmary 
; groupings in the, case of BS, BA, AND BI. 

b- one of two appropriate District Summary groupings 

C- the Total Non-Follow Through grouping. 

D- the Total District (1 through 6) grouping. 

E- the Total City grouping. 



ERIC 
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TABLE 5 

PERCENTAGES OF PUPILS SCORING BELO W THE 16th AND AT OR ABOVE THE 50th 

NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS >ND PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE CO>fPMlISON INDICATORS 

(Mathamatics) 



KIITOERGARTEN GR^E ONI 





197 
%<16 


3-1974 


1974»197S 
%<16 %i50 


1 

1975-1976^ 
%<16 tMq 


1973-1974 
%<16 %^50 


1974-1975 

%^i6 %£so 


1 

1975-1976'^ 
%i50 


IS 


20 M 


48 AB 


10 AB 


70 al 


12 B 


66 B 


18 a 


44 a 


8 AB 


59 Al, 


10 B 


62 B 


BA 


18 AB 


55 AB 


12 ab 


64 AB 


12 b 


68 B 


12 A 


62 AB 


3 AB 


. 71 AB 


13 b 


61 B 


BI 


21 AB 


.45 AB 


. 20 a 


. 46 a 


. 11 B 


66. B 


22 


45 a. 


20 


42 


23 


47 


EDC 


36 


30 


11 B 


60 A 


14 


SO 


13 AB 


S3 B 


13 B 


48 A 


13 


57 B 




IS AB 


56 AB 


5 B 


76 A 


6 


76 B 


20 


43 


11 A 


60AB 


14 


^8 


PI 


14 AB 


42 AB 


11 B 


66 B 


13 


65 B 


5 AB 


69 AB i 


8 AB 


47 


18 


44 


PF 


36 


27 


17 A 


53 A 


7 B 


69 B 


19 


54 AB 


15 A 


52 AB 


7 B 


65 B 


D2F 


16 AB 


55 AB 


13 AB 


66 AB 


8 B 


75 B 


15 B 


54 B 


17 


5 2 AB 


24 


39 


D4¥ 


19 AB 


58 AB 


14 


61 A 


13 


68 B 


13 


60 A 


7 AB 


73 AB 


12 


62 B 


D5F 


22 Al 


42 AB 


12 B 


63 


14 


60 


17 


49 


10 A 


52 A 


12 


60 B 


TFT 


as c 


43 C 


12 CD 


62 C 


11 D 


64 D 


16 C 


53 C 


12 CD 


56 GDI 


13 


58 DE 



Expansion program absorbed Non-Follow Through grouplnis; hence no 'A', 'a' or, 'C 
comparisons , 
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A-5 



TABLE 6 



PERCENTAGES OF PUPILS SCQRING BELO W THE 16th AND AT OR ABOVE THE 50th 
NATION^PERCMTILE'^AKKS > PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE COHPARISQN INDICATORS 

(MathCTiatics) 



GRADE TOO 



GRADE THREE 



GRADE FOUR 



1973^1974 
«16 Ho 



1974-1975 
<16 £50 



1975-1976 
<16 iso 



1973-1974 
<16 650 



1974-1975 
<16 S5O 



1975-1976 
<16 S50 



1974-1975 
<16 iso 



1975-1976 
<16 iSO 



BS 



21 AB 37 Ab 



BA 



17 aB 



Bi 



33 a 



10 AB 54 ill 



52 AB 



6 AB 



27 a 



27 a 



9 AB 52 AB 



69 AB 



9 aB 



36 A 



17 a 



30 AB 27 Ab 



56 aS 



19 AB 



42 a 



51 A 



27 ab 38 AB 



44 Ab 



16 AB 



18 A 



44 



31 A 



59 AB 



9 AB 



16 



31 A 



40 AB 



31 AB 



65 AB 



41 ab 



34 Ab 



60 



23 AB 



29 AB 28 AB 



20 ab 



36 ab 



38 Ab 



27 ab 



22 Ab 



EDG 



24 A 



36 



10 AB 



59 B 



15 A 



51 AB 



39 



25 



26 



23 



37 



48 



23 



41 



24 



FP 



20 



30 



10 AB 



51 A 



7 AB 



49 A 



43 



19 



34 



21 



26 



35 



74 



44 A 



U A 



PI 



9 AB 



53 AB 



9 AB 



57 AB 



14 A 



52 AB 



8 AB 



45 AB 



10 AB 



60 AB 



13 AB 



52 



27 AB 



21 M 



18 AB 



29 AB 



PP 



33 



41 A 



22 



43 



12 A 



52 



33 A 



28 A 



24 



44 B 



16 A 



57 AB 



38 A 



19 



39 



25 



D2F 



23 AB 



39 AB 



19 



50 AB 



17 



43 



40 A 



26 AB 



35 



34 B 



28 A 



38 AB 



46 AB 



15 A 



41 AB 



25 AB 



D4P 



19 B 



51 AB 



6 AB 



69 Al 



6 B 



62 B 



18 AB 



45 AB 



15 AB 



58 AB 



10 AB 



65 AB 



39 A 



23 



37 



26 



D5F 



22 AB 



37 A 



15 A 



47 A 



13 AB 



47 A 



30 AB 



29 AB 



27 



35 B 



25 AB 



45 AB 



43 



14 



25 AB 



27 AB 



24 



40 C 



14 CD 



53 CD 



12 CD 



51 CD 33 C 



30 C 



26 D 



40 D 



21 C 



47 CD 



46 



18 



37 C 



24 



PERCENTAGES OF PUPILS SCORING BELOW THE 16th AND AT OR ABOVE THE 50th 



NATIONAL PERCENTILE MNKS, AND PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE COMPARISON INDICATORS 
~ ~ (Reading) . " — — _ _____ 



BA 



B£ 



IDC 



Fl 



PP 



D2F 



D4F 



D5F 



CFT 



1973-1974 



6 aB 



S AB 



9 aB 



10 



7 A 



0 AB 



12 



4 AB 



7 AB 



S CD 



66 AB 



69 AB 



52 a 



43 



67 AB 



71 AB 



37 



66 AB 



71 AB 



58 AB 



55 C 



^KINDERGARTEN 



1974-1575 
%<16 X^SO 



4 AB 



4 Ah 



12 a 



2 AB 



7 AB 



4 A 



5 AB 



5 C 



83 AB 



81 AB 



59 a 



81 AB 



87 A 



S3 AB 



69 A 



76 AB 



77 A 



79 AB 



78 C 



1975-1976^ 
%<16 %i50 



6 B 



3 B 



2 B 



1 B 



2 B 



5 B 



4 D 



76 B 



81 B 



60 



73 



87 B 



72 B 
84 B 



71 



81 B 



71 B 



77 



gwde one 



1973-1974 
%<16 %S50 



19 



8 A 



21 



17 



17 



4 AB 



12 AB 



15 A 



7. AB 



17 



14 C 



48 ab 



59 Ab 



42 a 



46 



27 



59 



58 AB 



44 A 



62 AB 



SO 



50 C 



1974-1975 
%<16 iSsO 



10 AB 58 AB 



4 AB 



20 



12 A 



21 



10 AB 



6 AB 



19 



3 AB 



10 AB 



10 C 



71 AB 



42 



50 A 



38 



53 AB 



1975-1976^ 



13 



4 E 



18 



12 



11 



23 



62 AB 



46 



73 AB 



56 AB 



8 B 



56 C 



18 



14 



11 



58 B 



66 B 



43 



56 



49 



20 



67 B 



40 



68 



51 



56 



pKpaneion program absorbed Non^Follow Through groupings; hence no 'A% 'a', or 'CV 
comparisons. 
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TABLE 8 



PF.RnTOTAGES OF FlJPILS SCORING BELOW THE 16th AND AT OR ABOVE THE 50th 
NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS. AND PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE CO^ARISO N INDICATORS 

CRaading) 



GRADE TWO 



GRADl THREE. 



GMDE FOUR 



BS 



BA 



BI 



EDC 



PI 



D2F 
D4F 



D5F 



TFT 



<16 -50 



29 a 31 A 



14 B 



39 



32 



28 



13 A 



26 



26 A 



16 1 



29 



26 



49 AB 



20 



31 



10 



43 AB 



38 



35 A 



47 AB 



29 



34 



1974»3.975 
<16 ^50 



17 a 



7 M 



23 a 



11 A 



21 



9 AB 



13 



23 



5 AB 



48 Ab 



75 Al 



39 



56 A 



29 



55 AB 



61 B 



46 



80 AB 



15 45 



14 



55 C 



1975-1976 
<16 ^50 



13 sb 



11 ab 



19 a 



47 a 



1973-1974 
<16 ^50 



33 A 



65 aB 



47 a 



12 A 



16 



11 AB 



22 



7 . B 



13 



12 C 



47 



23 ab 



48 



43 



37 



51 AB 



67 AB 



42 



72 B 



48 



41 



27 AB 



36 



39 A 



23 



34 A 



54 C 135 



20 A 



35 ab 



16 A 



20 



16 



37 AB 



27 



1974-1975 
<16 ' ^50 



35 



18 aB 



53 



33 



36 



19 B 



29 



21 A 



36 



23 A 



25 



46 



16 m 



35 



32 



26 . b 



43 AB 



2f 



13 



32 B 



38 B- 



17 



46 S 



22 



29 



1975-1976 
<U *=S0 



21 AB 



16 ab 



40 A 



29 



31 



20 AB 



23 



31 A 



18 



24 AB 



25 



1974-1975 
<16 ^50 



1975-1976 
<16 ^50 



31 Ab 22 aB 



44 aBi26 Ab 



23 a 1 37 



26 



31 



36 AB 



37 



35 AB 



44 M 



28 A 



33 



42 



55 



25 B 



26 



42 A 



24 A 



33 



36 



31 AB 



29 Ab 



13 



26 



11 



34 AB 



32 



20 A 



33 A 



24 



25 



23 AB 



24 ab 



49 a 



38 



35 



21 Al 



31 



39 A 



24 



27 A 



32 



28 AB 



30 ab 



17 



26 



24 A 



29 AB 



32 



21 A 



30 



26 A 



27 



60 



APPENDIX B 



THROUGH 1975-1976 1971-1972 



erJc 



61 



NATIONAL PERCENT I UE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES . 
SCHOOL mR 1971-1972 (YEAR 1) THROUGH SCHOOL YEAR 1975-1976 "(YEAR 5) 

NOTE? The horizontal bar represents the percentile for the Total 
Follow Through grouping. The height of the vertical line 
represents the percentile for the particular model, 

BANK STREET-MATHEMATICS 
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Year 123^5 
K' GARTEN 



Year 123^5 
GRADE ONE 
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GRADE TWO 
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GRADE THREE 



Year - ^5 
GRADE FOUR 



BANK STREET-READING 
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NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES . 
SCHOOL YIaR 1971-1972 (YEAR 1) THROUGH SCHOOL YEAR 1975-1976 (YEAR S) 



NOTE." The horfzontal bar represents the percentile for the Total 
Follow Through grouping. The height of the vertical line 
represents the percentile for the particular model. 

BEHAVIOR ANALYSIS-MATHEMATICS 
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BEHAVIOR ANALYSIS-READING 



erJc 
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Year 123 its 
GRADE THREE 



Year - 45 
GRADE FOU 



NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES, 



SCHOOL YEAR 1971-1972 (YEAR 1) THROUGH SCHOOL YEAR 1975-1975~(YEAR 5) 



NOTE: The horizontal bar represents the percentile for the Total 
Follow Through grouping. The height of the vertical line 
represents the percentile for the particular model. 

BILINGUAL-MATHEMATICS 
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BILINGUAL-READING 
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NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES . 
SCHOOL YEAR 1971-1972 (YEAR 1) THROUGH SCHOOL YEAR 1975-1976 (YEAR 5) 



NOTE: The horizontal bar represents the percentile for* the Total 
Fonow Through grouping. The height of the vertical line 
represents the percentile for the particular model • 

EDC -MATHEMATICS 
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EDC-READING 
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NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES , 
SCHOOL yIar 1971-1972 (YEAR 1 ) THROUGH SCHOOL YEAR 1975-1 976~(YEAR 5) 



NOTE: The horizontal bar represents the percentile for the Total 
Follow Through grouping. The height of the vertical line 
represents the percentile for the particular model. 

FLORIDA PARENT-MATHEMATICS 
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NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES , 
SCHOOL YEAR 1971-1972 (YEAR 1) THROUGH SCHOOL YEAR 1975-1976 (YEAR 5) 



NOTE; The horizontal bar represents the percentile for the Total 
Follow Through grouping. The height of the vertical line 
represents the percentne for the particular model. 
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NATIONAL PERCENTILE RANKS CORRESPONDING TO MEAN SCORES , 
SCHOOL ^R 1971-1972 (YEAR 1) THROUGH SCHOOL YEAR 1 975- 1 976 "(YEAR 5) 

NOTE: The horizontal bar represents the percentile for the Total 
Fol low Through grouping. The height of the vertical line 
represents the percentile for the particular model. 
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ABSTBACT OF TITLE 1 REPORT 




FOLLOW THROUGH (ESEA TITLE I COMPONENT) 

Abstract 



ADMINISTRATOR: 
HEADQUARTERS: 
TELEPHONE: 
PBRS CODS: • 
OPERATING YEARS: 
CRADES SERVED: 
NO. OF PUPILS: 
NO, OF SCHOOLS: 
NO. OF EMPLOYEES 
CURRENT BUDGET: 
SERVrCE PROVIDED: 



LMntine D Scott 

Room 510, 21st Street and Parkway 
299-7659 

6n-0t(02)-699. 6n-0UO2)-511. 611-14-748 
1568-1976 

K-4 . • - . ; 

13.161 
44 

Professional ! 16^ Paraprofeisiona! 419; Clerical ll 
Regular $5,119,000, Summer $335,000, Total $5,454,000 
Seven of the 22 Follow Through models are represented in 
. Ph II ad e I p h I a , J a ch^mo.de l^s ponsor contracted Jo^ pr^ovid^ 



EVALUATION TEAM; 



staff-development and coniulting services for implementation 
of a speciTic Instructional approach * Special funding is 
provided to develop effective levels of parent involvement 
and special supportive medical, dental;^ psychological, 
social; and nutritional services forpTTpils,^ ~~~~r^ 
Thomas ^icNamara, Judith Goodwin, James Welsh, ^ . . ■ 
Anna Liikshus^ Janice Atkini 



OBSERVED ACTIVITIES 



The Intencied m^de of operafJon overall in the regular program was partially 
.implemented. The BifOk Street Model was well implemented in 1975=1976. The 
Behsvier Analysis Model continued to function well also, particularly in two of 
the three schools; the third school was affected by some sponsors-consultant : 
scheduling prcblems . Implementation in the Bilingual Model , through better • 
sponsor support, was considerably improved over past years; .however, one 
school continued to have serious problems with implementation* The EDC Model's:; 
■TfriF^anrintiTlo thougFgooa^ov^rillT'^^^ 

rreh^ regarding the appropriate form of emphasis on the basic skills. Improved 
•scheduling of>home visits by parent educators continued to produce better imple- 
mentation in the Florida Parent Modelv The two models using\the Phii^ 
Process i^^^'tructional approach (Parent Implemented a^d Philadelphia Process) . 
also show^ed improvements in implementation, due especially toAettec^articulation 
of responsibilities among instructional specialists, expeditersv principals, and 
classroom staff. 

' - ' The parent-involvement component was again very well implemented overall; 
policy advisory committees tPACs)-we^actiVe and the model-management system 
functioned smoothly. The combination of inflationary costs and retention of funding 



levels from the prfevlous year again affected the supportive services component 
most severely; prnlonged negotiations to effect contracts again resulted in lack 
of services at the beginning of the school year. (EJicause one school did not 
suomit the requested report formi. statements in this report about the attainment 
of Obiectives 11-17—supportlve services and parent involvement— are based Q.n 
data from 17 schools instead of 18.) 

The expansion program, already adversely affected by a "freezing" of Title I 
funds the previous year, experienced another long "freeze" period this year, 
which hampered the hiring of necessary staff in Grade 1 and the purchase of 
required instructional materials. By the end of the year, the project had attained 
satisfactory implementation in kindergarten, but first-grade implementation, 
attempted for the first time this year, was not fully satisfactory. Among various 
approaches, a local adaptation of the Bank Street curriculum and method 
("Option was the best implemented. 



=— ——lA TTAINI^ENT-QF-OBJEGTIVES 

Pupil Achievement : : 

Objective 1: In the February 7976 citywide administration of the Stanford Early 
School Achievement Test (SESAT), all kindergarten pupils in each of at least 
five of the seven models in the regula- program, and in at least 3/ 4 of the s.chools ■ ; 
in ^he expansion program in each district, will obtain mean raw scores m the 
Letters jnd Sounds and Mathematics subtests that fall within the same national 
pupil stanine as those obtained by the total kindergarten group in the same models 
and schools on the SESAT administered in February 1975. 

This objective was sttainsd. Five of the seven models and 3/4 of the expansion 
schooib scored at least as high as the same national stanine in these kindergarten 
Subtests in 1976 as in 1975; a number of models and schools had higher stanmes 
in 1976 than in 1975. 

Objective 2: In the February 1976 citywide administration of the SESAT, all 
kindergarten pupils in each of at least five of the seven models .in the regular 
program and in at least 3/4 of the schools in the expahs ion program" i n each~ - - - 
district will obtain mean raw scores in the Letters and Sounds and mathematics 
subtests that are significantly higher (p<.OS) than those obtained by the total 
kindergarten group in each district in which the respective models and schools 
are located. .. - - - 

This objective was not attained . Only 2 of the 7 models and 6 of the 29 expansion 
"schools had scores significantly higher than their respective total districts on " 
the-ie kindergarten subtests. 
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Obiective 3: In the February 1976 dtywide administration of the California 
Achic.-^.r^^nt Tasts fCA TJ , all first-grade pupils in each of at least four of 
the seven modets in thm raguiar program, and in at least 2/3 of the schools 

S-it%?f°''^/rn?J°f ^"'"^ Achievement Developmerit 

. S.olf Scores (ADSSs] m Vocabulary or Totat Reading, in Computation or Total 
Mathematics, and in Tota. Language or Spelling that fall within the same national 

sXJ. TnTH « f °" by r.rst~grade group in the same models and 

schools on the CAT administered in February 1975. 

This objective was attained. The same^stanine expectation was met by six of ' 
the seven mode/s. end by more than 3/i| of the expansion schools. First graders - 
.n a number of the modeir, and schools scored In higher stanines in 1976 than in 

Objective it: In the February 1976 citywide administration of the CAT, all first- " 
grade pupds in each of at least four of the seven models in the regular pnaqram 

o^/^ l^a^2nofJhejchmls in the^pansion pmgramjnleach^districtwili 

obtain mean ADSSs m Vocabulary or^Total Reading, in Computation or Total 
Afa^emat/«, and in Total Language or Spelling that are significantly higher 
tP<.OSJthan those obtained by the total Prsfgrade group in each district 
in \^-hich the respective models and schools are located. 

This ofajecEive was not attained. Of the 7 models, 3 met the criterion, and 
among the 29 expansion schools. 6 exceeded their respective districts' first gradlrs 
in a readiog score, 1 1 in a mathematics score/and 8 in a language score. 

Objective S: In the February 7976 citywide administration of the CAT all second- 
grade pupils in each of af least four of the seven models in the regular program will 
r« r.rf " ' Comprehension or Total Reading, in Concepts S Problems or 

''f "^'^f "f ' .^^^ 'T^tal Language or Total Battery that fall within the same ' 
notional pupil stanme as those obtained by the total second-grade group in the same 
• models on the CAT administered in February 1975. , 

. This objective was attained. Second graders in four of the seven models ' 
-scored at least as high as the same national stanine in 1976 as im975 in eaqh of the 
Jhree^est^aneas _A number of^models- were-in higher staniner ii=ri 97filh¥rt^^^^ i 9757 

Objectivh 6: In the February 1976 citywide administration' af the CAT all second- ■ 
grade pupils m each of at least four of the seven models in the regular program 
^ji Obtain mean ADSSs in Vocabulary ar Total Reading, in Com pi tati on or Total 
'1% nT.T'^T '"'1°'°' ^^"Suase or Spelling that are s'ign}ficantly higher 
tt;. n I ^ non-FaJlow^thr^'ugh (national comparison 

school) second-grade group in each district inwhich the respective models 
are locctea, and by all second graders in each district in. which the respective ' 
models are located. -. F^t-i/vc 
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This objectfve was not attaintd. Only one model met the cpllerion with regard 

to nan-Follov/-Th rough schools, and only two met it in compariion with: all second 
flraders In their respective districts. However, no less than two modefs scored 
Significantly higher than either reference group in any of the sin test areas. 

Qtjeetive 7: in the Fetiruary 1576 city wide administration oftfie CAT, all third- 
. . grud^ pupils in each of at /east fyur of the seven models in the regular program 
will oDtain mean ADSSs in Comprehension or Total Reading, in Concepts S 
Problems or Total l\Aathematics, and in jotal Language or Spelling that arm 
significantly h igiier fpK. 05 J than those obtained by the total third-grade group , 
in the same models in February 1975. 

this objective was attained . Third graders in four of the seven models met 
the criterion, of scoring significantly higher in 1976 than in 1975 in at least one 
reading, one mathematics, and one language test area. 

Objective 8: In the February 197 6 city wide admini strati nn of^the^CA T.-all-thlrd- 
grade pupils In each of at least three of the seven models in the regular program 
will obtain mean ADSSs in Comprehension or Total Reading, in Concepts # Problems 
or Total Mamematics , and in Total Language or Spelling that are signiffcantly 
higher (p<. OS) than those obtained by the total non-Fol low-Through (national 
ccmparison schooU third-grade group, and by ail third graders . in each district 
in which the respective models ore located. 

This objective was- considered partially attained. Two models met the criterion 
with regard to non-Follow=Th rough schools ahd two models met it in comparison 
with thiir respective districts' third graders. 

Objective 9: In the February 1976 city wide administration of the CAT all fourth- 
grade pupils in eocn of at least four of the seven models in the regular pracrcm 
will obtain mean ADSSs in Comprehension or Total Reading,, in Concepts s'problems 
or Total Alathematics . and in Total Language or Total Battery that are significcntly 
higher fp<. OS) than those obtained by the total fourth-grade group in the same 
models in February 1975. 

.^_Thls objective was. attained .= Fourth graders in four of the seven mQdeIs~met 
the criterion, scoring significantly higher in 1976 than in 1975 in each of the three 
test areas . . ' 

Objective 10: In the February 1976 city wide administration of the CAT all fourth- 
grade pupilsJn each of at least three of the seven models"in the regular program' " 
will obtain mean ADSSs in Comprehension or Total Reading, in Concepts £ Problems 
or Total Mathematics, and in Total Language or Total Battery that e?e significantly 
higher (p<. 05] than tf.ose obtained by the total non-Follow-Through (national ' 
comparison school) lourth-grade group, and by all fourth graders, in each ~ 
district ip which the respective models arc located. 



* This objective was partially attained. Three of the seven models met this . 
.criterion with regard to non-Follow-Through schoolsv but only two of the models 
■ m&t it in comparison with their respective districts* fourtJr graders . 

Supportive Services and Parent Invofvement ' . 

Objective 11 : The executive f^licy advisory committee (PACJ at each sc/ioof 
Wifl involve at least 1 S other parents monthly in committee work tQ.pfan parent 
activities^ and will work jointly with at feast two communlty^action groups on 
projects during the school year. Information regarding these activities is to be 
drawn from PAC minutes and reported by each school quarterly on forms supplied 
by th^ FqI/qw Through Evaluation office. 

This objective was partiilly attained by the project as a whole* The criteria 
ware fuHy met at 9 of the 17 Follow Through schools that reported^ and partially 
jnet by 6 schools * Two schools did not meet either criterion* 

Objective 12: At least 10% of the parent population for each school will attend an 

^m^sitejDpen^PA Cjmeettn gjDr^gjd_is_tri_ctwi_de_Q_r_ci_tyj^Jd at 
least 20% of each school's parents will attend a Follow'-Through'-related meeting 
or affair monthly; and at least 70% of the parents in each school will attend one 
school meeting or affair during the school year. Schools will provide pertinent 
information quarterly on forms supplied by the evaluation unit. 

This objective was not attained by the project as s whole. TTne criteria were 
not fully met at any of the 17 Follow Through schools that reported, However> 
they were partially met at 10 schools' where at Uast one of the three criteria was 
fyily met and at least 50% of the required percentage on the other two criteria was 
met. - . 

Obiective J3: In each school there will be at least one hour of parent volunteer 
tim2 monthly to match the number of children in the program^ Information to be 
supplied as for Objective 72. ' 

' /ThFs objective was not attained by the project as a whole. The criterion was ^ 
fully mit at 1 of the 16 FallowThrough schools that reported regarding this 
objective. It was partially met at 4 schools where between 0,5 and 0.7 volunteer 
Hour s^pil^pupil^eFe pro was hQt"met ¥t ll ^BcHodlsr^- 

Objective lh: In each school 100% of the total enrollment will receive at least the 
typ^ of screening for medical problBms that is provided by s chool healths ervic^s; - 
no less than 80% of those pupils referred^for medical assistance will b^e treated by 
either contracted or noncontracted services arranged by Follow Through personnel ^ 
Information to be provided as for Objective 12. 
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V Attainment of this objective could not be determmed in 1975-1975 because 
school health staff were assigned sp#cial additional responsibiiities regardlncj the^^ 
Inoculation of children, and theretbre vver e unable to regularly complete the Follow 
Through data forms related to this objective , 

Ob/ective 75: In each school Wffh of th^ total enrollment will receive at least the 
type of screening for dental problems that is provided by school health services; 
no less than 80% of those referred jbr dental care will be treated through contracted : 
or noncontracted services arranged by Follow Through personneL Inform ati oh ^ 
to be provided as fyr Objective 12. , 

Attainment of this objective could not be determined in 1975-1976 because the -? 
Inhibiting factors noted under Objective 14 nad a simultaneous effecl on the4!valu^ 
alion team*s efforts to secure dental information. 

Objective 76: In each school at least 80% of those pupils referred fyr psychological ^ 
services wilLbe examined-by either^contracted^^ 

treatment or consultation for 700% of those examined will be provided by contracted 
or noncontracted agencies, arranged by Follow Through personnel. In formation will 
be provided as for Objective 72. 

This objective- was not attained by the project as a whole* The criteria v/ere 
fully met at 3 of the 17 Follow Through ychools that reported . They wVre partially - 
met at 8 schools where at least one of the criteria was fully met; of these schools 
may have met both criteria^ but they did not include treatment information in their 
reports. Six schools did not meet either criterion. 

Objective 1 7: At least 85% of each school *s fcmiiies will be visited at least once 
during the school year by the FoUaw Through schooh community coordinator: 
the coordinator or social worker serving the school will identify all families in 
need of social services and will be consistently engaged in helping at least 50% ■ : 
ofthes^e families to secura the services needed from ggencies In the community , 
Information to be provided as for Objective 72, 

This obiective was partially attained by the project as a whole* The criteria ^ 
were ful !y met at" 8^f the^lT Follow ThTalJgh ichWI^ 

partially met by the 9 other schools where at least one of the criteria wa^ fully 
met. Three of the 9 schools may have met the criteria fully^ but their raports 
did not include information for April and May . . 

Special Conditions / - ■ 

Objective 78: To insure that teacher-retention rates are sufficiently high to ^ ^■ 
allow the required continuity of treatment within Follow Through^ it Is expected 
that the rote of Cdocher continuance in the program fior the four-year span y:^ -^^^ 
19 72^ 7973 to 7975- 7976 will be at least 60%: Data will be secured from School ^ 
District records * 
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•1 07,'^v^^/^J°''*'''^ - ' attained, Across gll modets for the four-year spen ' 
^ ^-^^^^ "^^^ ^ ^ ■ * teacher-retention rate, which exceeded the 60^= criterion. 

;5- To insure that pupih retention rates ore sufficiently high to pravidB 
for the^program's planned longitudinal effect, it is expected that the overall rate 
o/pup;/ contmuance for the fyur years 1972- 1973 to 1975-1976 will he at least 
60% Data^wm he secured by regular updating af the Fallow Through pupil 
PJ& from the School District's Pupil Directory 

^ Attainment of this objective coufd not be determined for this report Its 
determmation requires a complete updatfe of the computeriied individual pupil 
f.le. not^yet accomplished by the Office of Data Processing. (Previous four-year 
spans, Chrough,l971-1975, consistently showed pupH-retentlon rates of at least 

• . IMPACT 



^ \n the regular Follow Through program, the Bank Street Model was well 
■ implemented, the Behavior Analysis Model maintained a very high level of ' ' 
., Rinctioning m two of Its three schools; and the Bilingual Model continued to 
. imprpve in impiementatlon in two of Its three schools. The EDC Model was well 
implemented i n general; but exp disagreement over the type of stress 

• to be^given to basic skills. The Florida Parent, Parent Implemented/ and Phila-- " 
;: delphia Process Models continued to show improvements in all areas of imole- 
■mentation. ■ 

In the expansion program; a "freeEing" of Title I funds plagued implementation 
again particularfy affecting the newly introduced program operations in first grade 
A local adapta-tion of Bank Street curriculum and method was the best implem-'n%ri 
option at both the kindergarten and first-grade levels. 

Seven of the 10 ichievemeht objectives (focused on both regular and expansion 
programs J were at least partially attained. Fully attained were the five objectives 
having to do with maintenance of basic skill levels in Grades K-2 and improved 
performance over the previous^year in^C «._The two objectives dealinq - 

■%v!th project pupils ' p^^ a in comparison with thai of " 

district non-Follow-Through groups and total districts were partially attained 
The tnreeobjectives not attained concerned coTiparative performance in Grades K-2 
of project pupiis and total districts. As in the past, the Bank Street and Behavior 
Anafysfs ^lodels were the high jn 1975-1976 the Philadelphia - 

Process Model ganerally exceeded the Parent implemented Model, which in the 
past had ranked third among the models in performance. 

-^:;^ T^^^^^ component continued to be well imolemented althouqh 

thsre w evidence of success on the criteria included in the 

three ar<plicabie objectives,-: 



InflaUon^combined with no increase in funding over the previous year, agnin 
coruributcd to lower foyels of rmplementation of supportive services in 1975-1976. 
Performance d^ta regurdlng medical and dental services were not consistently 
available to the evaluation team. 

Teacher-^r^tenUon rates remained more than high enough to insure program v 
continuity * Pupil continuance rates, not yet avaHable^ were expected to remain ai 
3 level conducivfi to the program's intended longitudinal effect. 

The regular program and the expansion program functioned well overall. In 
spite of funding problems * In the regular program, the highest^^achieving models 
cofUlnued to be Bank Street and Behavior Analysis/ followed in 197S-1976 by 
PhMadelphia Process and Parent fmplemented. 



